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Executive Summary 

The purpose of this study is to perform a detailed Level of Service and safety analysis for existing 
conditions along the SR 997/Krome Avenue (l77'h Avenue) corridor. The portion of Krome 
Avenue that was analyzed includes a two-lane highway section of slightly less than 33-miles in 
length. The section begins on the south at SW 296tl' Street (Avocado Drive) - at the City of 
Homestead northern limits - and ends on the north at US 27 (Okeechobee Road). The southern 
limit of the study area is at MP 3.827 in Section 87, subsection 150000, and the northern liinit is at 
MP 14.275 in Section 87-subsection 070000. This study area is divided into five segments for 
analysis purposes: 

• SW 296th Street (Avocado Drive) to SW 232nd Street (Silver Palm Drive)- 4.052 miles 

• SW 232nd Street (Silver Palm Dlive) to SW !84th Street (Eureka Drive)- 3.017 miles 

• SW !84th Street (Eureka Dlive) to SW 88th Street (Kendall Drive)- 6.535 miles 

• SW 88th Street (Kendall Drive) to SW ~th Street (Tamiami Trail)- 4.999 miles 

• SW 8th Street (Tamiami Trail) to US 27 (Okeechobee Road)- 14.275 miles 

There are ten signalized intersections along this 33-mile section. Exclusive left tum lanes are 
provided at each signalized intersection in both northbound and southbound directions except at 
Avocado Drive and Tamiami Trail. The signal density (i.e., number of signals per mile) varies 
significantly on the five segments listed above. From south to north, the five segment signal 
densities are: 0.99 per mile, 0.99 per mile, 0.15 per mile, 0.20 per mile, and 0.04 per mile, 
respectively. Thus, the two southernmost segments are more suburban in character, while the three 
northernmost segments are more rural in character. 

Traffic Characteristics 

The year 2001 Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes vary between 14,100 and 14,800 south of 
Tamiami Trail. North of Tamiami Trail, the year 2001 ADT is 9,000. Since 1995, the ADT has 
grown at an average annual rate that ranges from five percent to 21 percent. From south to north, 
the five segment average annual growth rates are: 13%, 11%, 10%, 21%, and 5%, 
respectively. The highest hourly volume occurs in the morning peak hour. During the morning 
peak hour in the southern two segments, the volume in each direction varies between 580 and 770 
vehicles. North of Eureka Drive, there is a heavy northbound a.m. peak hour flow of between 580 
and 1030 vehicles. The southbound a.m. peak hour flow is between 410 and 700 vehicles. The 
percentage of vehicles that are trucks on Krome Avenue is very high: varying between 20.4% and 
33.4% during the weekday a.m. peak hour. 

Arterial Operation Analysis 

HCS-Arterials was used for the urbanized arterial analysis, and HCS Two-lane was used for the 
rural analysis. Using the traffic volumes measured on Krome A venue and the procedures contained 
in the Quality/Level of Service Handbook (Florida Department of Transportation, 2002), the arterial 
Level of Service was estimated for the morning peak hour. As shown in Figure E-1, three of the 
five segments operate at acceptable conditions (Avocado Drive to Silver Palm Drive and Silver 
Palm Drive to Eureka Drive: LOS A, Tamiami Trail to Okeechobee Road: LOS C). The segment 
from Eureka Drive to Kendall Drive operates at Level of Service E. The segment from 
Kendall Drive to Tamiami Trail operates at Level of Service D. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. II 
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To confirm these estimates of arterial Levels of Service, travel time and delay studies were 
conducted along Krome Avenue. The Level of Service was determined based on measured travel 
speeds, consistent with the procedures contained in the Florida Manual on Uniform Traffic Studies 
and Highway Capacity Manual. Based on the northbound travel time and delay observed in the 
field, the segment from Avocado Drive to Silver Palm Drive operates at Level of Service B, and 
Silver Palm Drive to Eureka Drive operates at Level of Service C. The two segments between 
Eureka Drive and Tamiami Trail operate at Level of Service D, and the segment from Tamiami 
Trail to Okeechobee Road operates at Level of Service C. The reported Level of Service based on 
the travel time and delay study is consistent with the estimated Level of Service calculated from the 
FDOT Quality/Level of Service Handbook procedure. 

Intersection Operation Analysis 

A weekday morning peak hour Level of Service analysis was conducted at ten signalized and four 
unsignalized intersections. Volumes were collected for both morning and afternoon peak petiods 
and it was determined that the traffic characteristics were similar for both peaks. The morning 
period was chosen for analysis because it has a slightly higher volume. The four unsignalized 
intersections chosen for analysis are considered to be larger intersections and/or to have a high 
crash history. 

The operational analysis at the 14 intersections was performed using the Highway Capacity 
Software (HCS) package. HCS-Signals was used for the ten signalized intersections. HCS
Unsignal was used for the four unsignalized intersections. 

As seen in Figure E-2, two of the ten signalized intersections operate at Level of Service F and 
all four unsignalized intersections operate at Level of Service F as listed in Table E-1. 

Table E-1: Performance Measures for Intersections with Level of 
Service of F (Morning Peak Hour) 

Intersection Critical vic Delay (sec) Intersection LOS 

Epmore Drive/SE 272nd Street- signalized 0.73 83.2 F 

buail Roost Drive/SW 200th Street 1.02* 94.3* F 

Grossman Farm Drive/SW 192nd Street 0.84* 111.0* F 

Howard RoadiSW 136"' Street 1.69* 397.5* F 

Kendall Drive/SW 88th Street- signalized 1.03 238.0 F' 

pkeechobee Road/US 27 1.59* 366.7* F 
.. 

*Values are for the cntlcal movement 
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Crash Analysis 

All crashes on Krome Avenue were analyzed for the years 1995 to 2000, inclusive. Of the 16 
intersections that were analyzed, five had abnormally high crash ratios: 

• SW 2481h Street (Coconut Palm Drive) in 1998 

• SW !36th Street (Howard Road) in 2000 

• SW 88th Street (Kendall Drive) in 1996 

• SW 8th Street (Tamiami Trail) in each of the six years, from 1995 to 2000, and 

• US 27 (Okeechobee Road) in 1996 and 1999. 

Of the five segments on Krome Avenue, the two southernmost segments consistently had high 
crash ratios for each of the six years. Over half of all of the crashes in these segments occurred at 
signalized intersections. The segment between Eureka Drive and Kendall Drive had high crash 
rates for three of the six years. The segment between Kendall Drive and Tamiami Trail had high 
crash rates for four of the six years. The segment between Tamiami Trail and Okeechobee Road 
had high crash rates for five of the six years (Figure E-3). Compared with the statewide average 
for rural highways, Krome A venue consistently had a higher crash rate for the six years that 
were analyzed (1995-2000). 

Fatal crashes from January 1995 to March 2002 were investigated more closely. The number of 
fatal crashes increased significantly after the year 1999, especially from Eureka Drive to 
Kendall Drive (see Figure 13-C) and from Tamiami Trail to Okeechobee Road (see Figure 
13-E). Of the 39 fatal crashes that occurred from 1995 to March 2002, approximately half of them 
occurred at night. Fifteen of the 39 fatal crashes were head-on crashes (accounting for 24 
fatalities). The segment from Eureka Drive to Kendall Drive had the highest fatal crash rate. In a 
length of less than five miles, there were 14 fatal crashes from 1995 to 2001. All three of the fatal 
crashes that occurred in the first three months of 2002 were within a three-mile segment north of 
Tamiami Trail. A summary of the fatal crashes that occurred in the last seven years is presented in 
the Table E-2. 

Table E-2: Summary of Fatal Crashes and Fatalities (1995-
March 2002) 

Year 1995 1996 1997· . 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 
(Jan-Mar) 

Fatal 
3 3 2 3 5 8 12 3 Crashes 

Fatalities 5 3 5 3 6 9 18 5 

Conclusions 

The operational analysis reveals that two of the five segments and six of the fourteen analyzed 
intersections along Krome Ave operate at an undesirable Level of Service. The safety analysis 
demonstrates that Krome A venue has a higher crash rate, compared to the statewide average, than 
other roadways with the same characteristics. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. VI 
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Introduction 

The purpose of this study is to perform a detailed Level of Service and safety analysis for the SR 
997/K.rome Avenue (1771

h Avenue) corridor. The southern limit of the study area is Avocado 
Drive/SW 2961

h Street at MP 3.827 in Section 87; subsection 150000 (where the Homestead/Florida 
City improvement project begins). The northern limit of the study area is US 27 - Okeechobee 
Blvd at :MP 14.275 in Section 87; subsection 070000. The study corridor is highlighted in Figure 1. 

The study is not intended to examine any non-moto1ized travel components, nor is it intended to 
examine any land-use implications within the corridor. The study is simply for the purpose of 
determining the existing traffic operating conditions within the corridor, using the highest Level of 
traffic operations analysis that is currently available to the Department. The outcome of this work 
will be the identification of existing Level of Service on SR 997 /Krome A venue. 

Classification counts and turning movement counts were collected so that traffic characteristics (D, 
K, PHF, and truck percentages) could be documented. Crash data for the years 1995 to 2000 were 
examined. A Level of Service analysis was performed for all of the signalized and some major 
unsignalized intersections using the Highway Capacity Software package. The operational analysis 
methodologies are based upon the Year 2000 Highway Capacity Manual. Travel time runs were 
also performed to compare with the travel times predicted using the HCS-Arterials software. 

Figure 1 : Site Vicinity 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2 
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Roadway Inventory 

A field review was conducted during the a.m. peak period to assess traffic operations along the 
conidor within the project limits. The review indicated that the a.m. period experienced poorer 
traffic conditions and more traffic congestion. 

Figures 2A-E show the existing lane configurations and traffic control devices along the entire 
route. Posted speed limit signs are noted. The field inventory identified roadway lane geometry, 
posted speed limit, traffic control devices and selected roadway or roadside elements that contribute 
most to arterial and intersection operations. Pavement conditions and the adequacy of roadway 
lighting were not inventoried. Details of the roadway inventory can be found in the data document 
for this project. 

--------·--··--------------
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Traffic Counts 

Three-day 24-hour continuous counts were collected along Krome Avenue within the study area. 
The study area was divided into five segments as listed below: 

• SW 296°' Street (Avocado Drive) to SW 232nd Street (Silver Palm Drive)- 4.052 miles 

• SW 232nct Street (Silver Palm Drive) to SW 184'h Street (Eureka Drive)- 3.017 miles 

• SW 184'h Street (Eureka Drive) to SW 88'h Street (Kendall Drive)- 6.535 miles 

• SW 88'h Street (Kendall Drive) to SW S'h Street (Tamiami Trail)- 4.999 miles 

• SW S'h Street (Tamiami Trail) to US 27 (Okeechobee Road)- 14.275 miles 

The locations and dates arc listed below: 

• 200 ft north of SW 248'h Street- Tuesday March 12'h to Thursday March 14'h, 2002 

• 200ft north of SW 232"'1 Street- Tuesday March 12'h to Thursday March 14'h, 2002 

• 200ft south of Kendall Drive- Wednesday March 12'h, Thursday March 14tl', and Tuesday 
March 26'h, 2002 

• 200ft south ofTamiami Trail- Tuesday March 12'h to Thursday March 14'h, 2002 

• 1000 ft north ofTamiami Trail- Tuesday March 12'\ Wednesday March l3'h, and Thursday 
April4'h, 2002. 

These counts arc included in the Data Document. Annual Daily Traffic counts for the last seven 
years (1995-2001) were also gathered and presented in Table 1 . 

Table I: Average Daily Traffic for the years 1995 to 2001 

Segment Limit 

7,700 10,900 13,500 14,100 
Avocado Drive (SW 296111 Street) 

to Silver Palm Drive (SW 232nd Street) 
7,900 10,700 12,000 

1---·---------------·1---·---1------+·--··------+---- -----+------
Silver Palm Drive (SW 232nd Street) 

to Eureka Drive (SW 184111 Street) 
!---------

Eureka Drive (SW 184111 Street) 

to Kendall Drive (SW 88111 Street) 

8,500 

9,000 

8,400 10,900 10,900 12,500 15,100 14,600 

8,500 10,700 11,400 10,900 11,500 14,500 

-····-------··-------·--- ----- -·-·----+-----+-----!-·-----+---- ------· 
Kendall Drive (SW 88111 Street) 

to Tamiami Trail (SW 8 111 Street) 

Tamiami Trail (SW ath Street) 

to US 27 (Okeechobee Rd) 

6,500 8,400 10,700 11,400 13,300 16,400 14,800 

··--- --\-------+---1----t---+----l 

6,900 5,500 6,700 7,200 7,600 8,300 9,000 

* 1995-2000 ADT: from Yc;·rzOoo FJOri;la Traffic Ci)~·--·~~~~~~~-="===='··-~-~~~.h~~-=~-=-=...,..--=~ -·· .. ~···--~-~-~~d 
** 2001 ADT: provided by FOOT 
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A comparison of traffic volumes between a.m. and p.m. peak hour periods was conducted based on 
the three-day 24-hour continuous link counts collected along Krome A venue within the study area. 
As shown on Table 2, the total volumes occurring during the a.m. and p.m. time periods are similar. 
A field review and roadway inventory was also conducted along the study conidor and at the key 
intersections. The field review indicated that the a.m. period experienced poorer traffic conditions 
and more traffic congestion. Thus, the peak hour in the a.m. was emphasized in the intersection 
inventory, operational analysis, and travel time and delay analysis in this project. The traffic 
factors, such as K100 factor and D factor, were developed by analyzing a.m., p.m., and daily 
conditions 

Table 2: Morning and Afternoon Peak Hour Two-Way Volume 
Comparison7 

SeQment Limit 
Date 

Morning Peak Hour Afternoon Peak Hour 

From To 7 a.m.-8 a.m. 8 a.m.-9 a.m. 4 p.rn.-5 p.m. 5 p.m.-6 p.m. 

Tue 03112102 949 864 929 975 
Avocado Drive Silver Palm Drive - --------- ----------

(SW 296'h Street) (SW 232"d Street) 
Wed 03113102 968 851 949 1047 

t-- ---···· --- ------------ --------~--- -----·----··-~--

Thu 03114102 990 892 970 1066 
-·----- -- -·----··· - __________ , _____ r-------·----· --------------

Tue 03112102 1007 979 997 1050 
Silver Palm Drive Eureka Drive !-------------· --·-- ------------- ------··--

(SW 232"'' Street) (SW 184'h Street) 
Wed 03/13102 1037 914 1028 1162 

-------------- ----·--·······------·- ------------ ----------···-·-- !-----------·----
Thu 03114102 1002 953 1027 1141 

-- ------------ f------·---- -· -- ------·----·-!-------------- ----------
Tue 03126102 1125 906 1068 "1032 

Eureka Drive Kendall Drive ·--------·-------· ------------------ ·----~---------- ------~----···---···-·--

(SW 184m Street) (SW 881h Street) 
Wed 03113102 1214 1017 1048 1130 

1-------------------··----1--·----··---·---·- -------·-------~---------~---
Thu 03114102 1233 995 1068 1063 

--·--------- -----------·- --~--·-··· ·--- -----·---- -··-- -----~-·- ·---···· ···------
Tue 03112102 1322 1106 1067 1221 

Kendall Drive Tamiami Trail ----·~---·- ---·~----- ---·-----·-c------··-- ·--

(SW 88" Street) (SW 8 111 Street) 
Wed 0311 3102 1324 1125 1130 1199 

---------- ----~---

_______ , ___ -- -~ ·------
Thu 03114102 1293 1045 1135 1088 

--- ~------------ ···-·-·~ 1---------
Tue 03/12102 927 882 726 884 

Tamiami Trail us 27 -------- ----------r------
(SW 8'h Street) (Okeechobee Rd) 

Wed 03113102 813 765 781 964 
1------- ·-

Thu 04104102 977 783 1000 934 

The turning movement counts were collected for 10 signalized intersections and four unsignalizecl 
intersections within the study area. The four unsignalized intersections are Epmore Drive (SW 
264'11 Street), Grossman Farm Drive (SW 192nd Street), Howard Road (SW 136111 Street), and US 27 
(SR 25). These four unsignalized intersections were chosen for analysis because field observations 
revealed possible operation problems and/or these intersections were identified as high crash 
locations. The counts were conducted on March 26'" and 27'", 2002 during the morning peaks hours 
(7-9 a.m.). The peak hour turning movement counts arc presented in Figures 3A-E. 

~-,--;-----::-:--~----:-
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Traffic Characteristics 

Traffic characteristic factors, such as Directional distribution factor (D), planning analysis hour 
factor (K), and percent heavy vehicles (T), are calculated for the five study segments along Krome 
Avenue, The calculation of the traffic factors are based upon the 2002 Quality/Level of Service 
Handbook (Reference I) by using the traffic data collected from the field, The purpose of obtaining 
the traffic factors is to identify the traffic characte1istics of the studied segments. These vmiables 
have a significant impact on the calculated volumes in a LOS analysis along an arteriaL These 
variables could also be applied for generalized planning in future analysis. Generalized planning 
makes extensive use of statewide default values and is intended for broad applications such as 
statewide analyses, initial problem identification, and future year analyses. 

Directional Distribution Factor (D) 

The directional distribution factor (D) is the percentage of total, two-way peak hour traffic 
occurring in the peak direction_ A "D" factor is used to identify traffic patterns in an area and is 
affected by factors such as surrounding land use and roadway capacity (Reference 1). 

For a conceptual planning analysis, FDOT recommends calculating roadway specific "D" factors 
since it is a more local and accurate reflection of conditions in the study area_ A "D" factor can be 
estimated from 3-day field counts. The summary of D factors for segments on Krome Avenue is 
shown in Table 3. 

Table 3: Summary of Directional Distribution Factor (D) 
=·· -

____ ., 
-·· ==.o-=--=--===··-~-=··~='·'-"''"'''._,'"·===~·-==, ... ..,..,~=-=~~-..,.,.,., .... = ...... 'o=--= 

Segment Limit Average D~factor (from field data) c----- I From To 7-9AM 4-6 PM 
~-· '· - -~~"~-·---·-----~~-~--~ --·-- . -- ---· -··· . -"--------~ 

Avocado Drive Silver Palm Drive 0,535 (NB) 0.546 (SB) (SW 2961h Street) (SW 232nd Street) 

Silver Palm Drive Eureka Drive 0.508 (NB) 0.512 (SB) (SW 232"d Street) (SW 184'" Street) 
--

Eureka Drive Kendall Drive 0.594 (NB) 0,522 (SB) 
(SW 184"' Street) (SW 88 111 Street) 

Kendall Drive Tamiami Trail 0,667 (NB) 0.550 (SB) (SW 88~ Street) (SW 8'" Street) 

Tamiami Trail us 27 0.576 (NB) 0.565 (SB) (SW 8'" Street) (Okeect1obee Rd) 
b.-~----~-~~ -~ -- --· ··-· - -····· ·--· -- --- -- -~ 

Planning Analysis Hour Factor (K) 

The Planning Analysis Hour Factor, "K 100" Factor, is the ratio of the traffic volume in the study 
hour to the annual average daily traffic (AADT). For planning purposes, the primary planning 
analysis hour factor used in Florida is the K100, which is the ratio for the lOO'h highest traffic volume 
hour of the year to the AADT (Reference I). The K 100 is used to conven a peak hour volume to an 
AADT and vice-versa, 
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The estimation of K100 for other segments on Krome A venue is summarized in Table 4. The study 
corridor from SW 2961

h Street to SW 8'h Street is within South Miami Dade County. The MOCF 
for South Miami Dade County is 0.99. 

Table 4: Summary of K100-Factor 

Segment Limit K100-factor (from field data) 

From To Peak to Daily Ratio K1 00-factor 

Avocado Drive Silver Palm Drive 
0.075 0.076 

(SW 296'" Street) (SW 232"u Street) 

Silver Palm Drive Eureka Drive 
0.076 0.077 (SW 232"u Street) (SW 184'" Street) 

Eureka Drive Kendall Drive 
0.082 0.082 

(SW 184'" Street) (SW 88'" Street) 

Kendall Drive Tamiami Trail 
0.085 0.086 

(SW 88"' Street) (SW 8'" Street) 

Tamiami Trail us 27 
0.098 0.100 (SW 81h Street) (Okeechobee Rd) 

-· .. . .. .•. ····~-~-~-- - ~··=··-'-=====~~~-·""""'~''"="'"" 

The minimum acceptable "Kwo" factor for FDOT is 9.0% for Two-Lane Highways in Rural 
Developed areas. Most of the "K100" factors of segments on Krome A venue are below the FDOT 
minimum "Kwo" factor. Since peak hour volume is used for the analysis, there is no need to 
increase the "KJOo" factor to the minimum acceptable value for each roadway segment. The 
minimum 9% "K100" factor is suggested for future analysis such as calculations of Design Hour 
Volume. 

Percentage of Trucks (T) 

The T-factor is a Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) vehicle classification scheme, in which 
vehicles with more than four wheels (or classification group 4 or higher) are considered heavy 
vehicles (Reference 1). The percentage of these heavy vehicles in a given hour is frequently 
referred to as a truck factor (T). Truck factor (T) is defined as the percentage of truck traffic 
measured during the analysis period. The following combined directional truck factors were 
calculated based on a.m. peak hour vehicle classification counts and daily peak hour vehicle 
classification counts. Buses are considered heavy vehicles. As an example, the calculation of 
morning peak hour ''T" factor and the daily "T" factor for the segment from SW 8'h Street/ Tamiami 
Trail to US 27/0keechobee RD is shown in Table 5 and Table 6, respectively. 

The morning peak hour truck factor is a function of the total number of trucks divided by the total 
volume. It is not the simple average of the truck factors (shown under column "AM Peak Hour 
Truck Percentage") for each day listed above. 
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Table 5: Morning Peak Hour Percentage of Trucks for the 
Segment SW 81

h Street/Tamiami Trail to US 27 /Okeechobee Rd 

Morning Peak Number of Peak Hour Morning Peak · 
Date Hour Truck 

Hour Trucks Volume Percentage 
-

03/12/02 Tuesday 7-8 a.m. 184 927 0.198 

03/13/02 Wednesday 7-8 a.m. 173 813 0.213 

04/04/02 Thursday 7-8 a.m. 196 977 0.201 

Total 553 2717 0.204 
~~--~ 
AM Peak Hour rruck Percentage- 553 /2717 - 0.204 

Table 6: Daily Percentage of Trucks (T) for the Segment SW 8th 

Street(Tamiami Trail to US 27/0keechobee RD 

Date Number of Daily Volume Daily Truck 
Trucks Percentage 

F"--- -~~ ~-·~~--~~~~~--~~~-~----- ~-~----------~~~~ 

03/12/02 Tuesday 2618 9767 0.268 

03/13i02 Wednesday 2794 9394 0.297 

0414102 Thursday 2754 10402 0.265 

Total 8166 29563 0.276 
"=~-=-=-·-"·- =====·-..,...--"'====·"'·"'·-===-~-'==-~-... -....-... ==~""'"="'='-~=<=.,~ ........ =.,·=-· ---="'-----~ ,,_ ... -

Daily Truck Percentage= 8166 I 29563 = 0.276 

The average daily truck factor is a function of the total number of trucks divided by the total 
volume. The estimation of moming peak hour "T" factor and daily "T'" factor for each segment on 
Krome A venue is summarized in Table 7. 

Table 7: Summary of Percentage of Truck (T) 
--- ··- . ·= - ... -- ~~~ 

Segment Limit Truck Factor (from field data) 

From To 
Morning Daily 

T~factor T-factor 
---· ·- "~~-~~ r---- - - __ .,.-=.,-- -· 

Avocado Drive Silver Palm Drive 0.281 0.270 
(SW 296'" Street) (SW 232"" Street) 

Silver Palm Drive Eureka Drive 0.314 0.319 
(SW 232"' Street) (SW 184'" Street) 

Eureka Drive Kendall Drive 0.260 0.262 (SW 184'" Street) (SW 88°' Street) 

Kendall Drive Tamiami Trail 0.334 0.315 
(SW 88'" Street) (SW 8'" Street) 

Tamiami Trail us 27 0.204 0.276 (SW 8111 Street) (Okeechobee Rd) 
-· -- ~-~~~- - _,. - ·-~~-- ---~· ---- ~~ 
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Intersection Inventory 

A field review was conducted during the morning peak period to assess traffic operations at four 
major intersections of the study corridor. These intersections are: 

• Eureka Drive/ SW 1841
h Street 

• Kendall Drive/ SW 881
h Street 

• Tamiami Trail/ SW 81
h Street 

• US 27/ Okeechobee Road 

The level of detail for the field review is similar to that done in a Traffic Operations "Qualitative 
Assessment" study. The FDOT Field Observation Repmt for a Level of Service Study was 
completed for each intersection. The field study included a physical as well as operational 
examination of the intersection. The physical examination of the intersection consisted of an 
inventory of geometry, traffic control devices, sight distance, pedestrian crosswalks, pavement 
width, horizontal and vertical alignments, etc. The operational examination included observations 
of unusual traffic flow problems, traffic conflict patterns, excessive vehicle delay, pedestrian or 
bicycle activities, etc. 

Krome Avenue/Eureka Drive {SW 184'" Avenue) 

SR 997/Krome Avenue and SW 184'h Street/Eureka Drive intersect to form a four-legged 
intersection. The existing lane configurations and speed limits in the vicinity of the intersection are 
shown in Figure 2B. Krome Avenue has a left tum Jane and a shared through and right turn lane for 
the north and south approaches to the intersection. SW 1841

h Street consists of one Jane on the 
eastbound approach, while the westbound approach has a right-turn lane as well as a shared through 
and left-turn lane. The study location is on flat terrain and there are no sight distance restrictions. 
Figure 4 shows the northbound approach on Krome A venue to the intersection, and Figure 5 shows 
the southbound approach to the intersection. 

The intersection is also located within a rural developed area. The area to the north of the 
intersection is vacant and consists of farmlands. A house is located in the southeast quadrant of the 
intersection and has a driveway on Krome A venue. A Gas station is located in the southwest 
quadrant of the intersection, with a driveway on both Krome Avenue as well as Eureka Drive. 

Traffic operations were observed at the study intersection on Tuesday, April 2, 2002 from 7:00 to 
9:00a.m. The following is a summary of the observations made in the field: 

Operational observations: 

• No obstructions were identified that blocked the driver's view of opposing vehicles. 

• Minor delays were observed and vehicles did not experience any difficulty to progress 
through the intersection. 

• No cycle failures were observed at the intersection. 

General observations: 
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• The maximum queue observed on Krome Avenue for the southbound approach was 
approximately eight vehicles, while up to six vehicles was observed for the northbound 
approach. 

• The maximum queue observed on SW 184'h Street was six vehicles on the westbound 
approach, while minimal queues were observed for the eastbound leg. 

• A high number of trucks were observed at the intersection. These trucks mainly traveled on 
Krome Avenue. 

• The signal phases and timing at Krome Avenue/Eureka Drive intersection are as follows: 
--· -· -

Phase North-South Left North-South East~West 
- .. - ··- ·--· 

Green 7 51 35 

Yellow 3 4 4 

Red 0 1 1 
- ·--·<·- ·- -

Figure 4: Northbound approach at Eureka Drive/SW 1841
h Street 

Figure 5: Southbound approach at Eureka Drive/SW 1841
h Street 
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Krome Avenue/Kendall Drive (SW 88'" Avenue) 

SR 997 /Krome A venue and SW 88111 Street/Kendall Drive intersect to form a four-legged 
intersection. The existing lane configurations and speed limits in the vicinity of the intersection are 
shown in Figure 2C. Both the northbound and southbound approaches of Krome Avenue have an 
exclusive left-turn lane, one through lane, and a right turn lane. The westbound Kendall Drive 
approach has a left-and-through shared lane plus an exclusive right turn lane, whereas the eastbound 
approach has one shared lane for left, through, and right turn movements. The study location is on 
flat terrain and there are no sight distance restrictions. Figure 6 shows the northbound approach on 
Krome A venue, and Figure 7 shows the southbound approach to the intersection. 

The intersection is also located within a rural developed area. There are no developments at the 
intersection, and all four quadrants of the intersection are vacant. This area is a transitioning area, 
which is expected to be fully developed within the next 20 years. 

Traffic operations were observed at the study intersection on Tuesday, April 2"d 2002 from 7:00 to 
9:00 a.m. The following is a summary of the observations made in the field: 

Operational observations: 

• No obstructions were identified that blocked the driver's view of opposing vehicles. 

• No abnonnal traffic operation or driving behavior was observed. 

General observations: 

• The maximum queue observed on Krome Avenue was approximately eight vehicles for the 
n01thbound through lane. 

• The maximum queue observed on the east approach on Kendall Drive was 13 vehicles for 
the shared through- and left-turn lane and II vehicles for the right-tum lane. 

• The major movement of traffic was westbound vehicles making a right tum to go north on 
Kendall Drive. 

• A high number of trucks were observed using the intersection, and almost all of the vehicles 
traveling on the western leg of Kendall Drive were trucks. 

• The signal phases and timing at Krome Avenue/Kendall D1ive intersection are as follows: 

[~~Phase~ North-South I ~~~;h_~~ft [eastbou~d [~estbo~~·~~.~ 
Green 50 5-7 7-12 7-20 

Yellow 4.3 3 4 4 

Red 0 

·-----------·-----
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Figure 6: Northbound approach at Kendall Drive/SW SS'h Street 

Figure 7: Southbound approach at Kendall Drive/SW SS'h Street 

Krome Avenue/Tamiami Trail (SW S'h Avenue) 

SR 997/Krome Avenue and SW 8'h Street/Tamiami Trail intersect to form a four-legged 
intersection. The existing lane configurations and speed limits in the vicinity of the intersection are 
shown in Figure 2D. Krome Avenue has one lane for the southbound approach, whereas the 
northbound approach consists of a shared through- and left-tum lane. Tamiami Trail consists of two 
through lanes as well as a left- and right-turn lane at the intersection. The study location is on flat 
ten·ain and there are no sight distance restrictions. Figure 8 shows the northbound approach on 
Krome Avenue, whereas Figure 9 shows the southbound approach to the intersection. 

The intersection is located within a rural developed area. A canal runs along the northem side of 
Tamiami Trail, with a vacant area on both the northwest- and northeast corners of the intersection. 
A gas station with truck stop is located at the southeast corner of the intersection, with driveways on 
both Krome A venue and Tamiami Trai I. A tobacco shop is located on the southwest comer of the 
intersection, with a dtivcway on Krome Avenue. A truck service center (although slightly offset 
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Figure 8: Northbound approach at Tamiami Traii/SW S'h Street 

Figure 9: Southbound approach at Tamiami Traii/SW S'h Street 

from the intersection) is also located on the southwest corner of the intersection, also with a 
driveway on Krome Avenue. 

Traffic operations were observed at the study intersection on Thursday, March 2811
\ 2002 from 7:00 

a.m. to 9:00a.m. The following is a summary of the observations made in the field: 

Operational observations: 
• No obstructions were identified that blocked the driver's view of opposing vehicles. 

• Vehicles traveling northbound waiting to make a left tum frequently occupied the shared 
left- and through lane. This situation caused the nOithbound through vehicles to bypass the 
left-turn vehicles (often large trucks) by using the right turn lane to progress through the 
intersection. This maneuver created unsafe conditions for both ncnthbound right-tuming 
vehicles as well as southbound left-turning vehicles. The southbound left-turning vehicles 
are only able to notice these through vehicles while they are performing the left turn at the 
time the through vehicles accelerate to move around the northbound left turning vehicle. 
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• Trucks making a right turn from the eastbound and westbound approaches on SW S'h Street 
have to do so from the adjacent through lane in order to successfully enter Krome Avenue. 
This maneuver caused unsafe conditions at the intersection. 

• Vehicles traveling southbound were often delayed by southbound vehicles waiting to make a 
left tum at the intersection. 

General observations: 
• The maximum queue observed on Krome Avenue was approximately 21 vehicles for the 

northbound approach, while up to 29 vehicles was observed for the southbound approach. 

• Cycle failures were observed for both approaches on Krome A venue. 

• Minimal queues were observed on Tamiami Trail. 

• A high number of trucks were observed at the intersection. These trucks mainly used the 
driveway on Krome Avenue to access the gas station and truck stop. 

o The signal phases and timing at Krome Avenue/Tamiami Trail intersection are as follows: 

Yellow 4 3 5 

Red 2 0 1.5 

Krome Avenue/Okeechobee Rd (US27) 

SR 997/Krome Avenue and Okeechobee Rd/US27 intersect to form a three-legged intersection. 
The existing lane configurations and speed limits in the vicinity of the intersection are shown in 
Figure 2D. Krome Avenue has a left and right turn lane at the intersection. Okeechobee Rd!US27 
consists of two through lanes as well as a left-turn lane for the westbound direction, and a right turn 
lane for the eastbound direction. The study location is on flat terrain and there are no sight distance 
restrictions. Figure 10 shows the northbound approach on Krome A venue to the intersection, while 
Figure 11 shows the intersection from the nmth. 

The intersection is located within a rural area. All of the quadrants of the intersection are vacant, 
and trees outline the side of the roadways. 

Traffic operations were observed at the study intersection on Tuesday, May 6'h, 2002 from 7:00 to 
9:00 a.m. The following is a summary of the observations made in the field: 

Operational observations: 

• No obstructions were identified that blocked the driver's view of opposing vehicles. 

o Vehicles making a left tum from Krome Avenue onto Okeechobee Road often experienced 
delay. It frequently happened that a platoon of vehicles with a truck at the front arrived at 
the intersection. These vehicles were subsequently delayed because of the difficulty the 
trucks experienced to progress through the intersection. 

-:-:-:c:-:---:--:--c-c·-----·--·------· 
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General observations: 

• The maximum queue observed on Krome A venue for the northbound approach was 
approximately 14 vehicles. 

• A high number of trucks were observed at the intersection. 

Figure 1 0: Northbound approach at US 27 /Okeechobee Road 

Figure 11 : View from North at US 27 /Okeechobee Road 

------·------
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Travel Time Runs 

A travel time and delay study for Krome A venue was conducted to evaluate traffic movement along 
the study corridor and the extent of normal delay caused by traffic control devices and tuming 
vehicles. With the results. the arterial Level-of-Service based on average travel speeds was 
determined. 

Travel time and delay data was collected following the Florida Manual on Uniform Traffic Studies 
(MUTS) procedures for travel time and delay studies. The data was collected by Kittelson & 
Associates, Inc. staff during the weekday a.m. peak hour between the dates of April 16111 and May 
7111

, 2002. Six travel time and delay runs were made in both the northbound and southbound 
directions between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m. between the Krome Avenue/US 27 and 
Krome Avenue/Avocado Drive intersections. Based on the number of travel time and delay runs 
and the range in results, the rep01ted average mnning speeds have a 95 percent confidence level 
with an error of +1- 1 mph. The field data collection sheets and data summary sheets are presented 
in the Data Document. 

Results for the travel time and delay study are summmized by segment and section. Results for the 
northbound and southbound directions are repo1ted separately in Table 8 and Table 9, respectively. 
For each reported segment and section, by direction, the reported data is summmized below. 

• Average Travel Time is the total elapsed time spent driving a specified distance. 

• Average Travel Speed is the average speed over a distance (it is effected by the amount of 
time experienced in delay). 

• Level of Service repcl!ted is based on the Average Travel Speed for Class I Urban Streets 
and Class I Two-Lane Highways as appropriate. 

Segments between Avocado Drive and Eureka Drive were evaluated as Class I Urban Streets based 
on Exhibits 10-3 and 10-4 of the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual. It should be noted that Section 
150 has both Class I Urban Street and Class I Two-Lane Highway segments. Arterial Level-of
Service for Section 150 was therefore summarized in two parts and an mterial Level-of-Service 
could not be provided for the whole conidor in its entirety. 

Class I Urban Streets function as principal arterials and have high-speed designs meaning signal 
spacing ranges from 0.5-2 signals per mile, speed limits are in the 45-55 mph range, there is very 
little pedestrian activity, and low density roadside development. Class I Two-Lane Highways are 
two-lane highways on which motorists expect to travel at relatively high speeds and most often 
serve long-distance trips or provide connecting links between facilities that serve long-distance trips 
(sec 12-12 of the 2000 HCM). 

• Delay is the elapsed time spent driving at a speed less than 5 mph. 

The only delay observed during the study was delay caused by stop signs (Krome Avenue 
northbound at US 27), traffic signals, and left-turning vehicles. The delay study was not affected by 
any accidents or construction during the data collection times. 
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• Average Running Speed is the average speed while the vehicle is in motion (does not 
include delay time). 

• Running Time is the elapsed travel time, excluding the time spent in delay, spent driving a 
distance. 

• Average posted speeds are the average segment and section signed speed limits based on 
distance. 

The posted speed limit was not exceeded during the travel time runs despite traffic flow frequently 
exceeding the posted speed. 

Table 8: Northbound Travel Time and Delay Results 

Average 
Average Average Average Average 

Roadway limits Travel 
Travel 

LOS 
Average Running Running Posted 

Speed Delay Speed Speed 
Time 

(mph) 
Time 

(mph) (mph) 

!Avocado Dr to 0:06:29 37.5 s<1l 0:00:40 0:05:49 41.8 45.0 
south of Silver Palm Dr -
Silver Palm Dr to 

0:05:43 31.4 c<,> 0:01:03 0:04:40 44.1 45.0 south of Eureka Dr 
-· 

Eureka Dr to 
0:08:48 44.6 o<2> 0:00:13 0:08:35 45.7 47.1 south or Kendall Dr 

Kendall Dr to 0:07:02 42.6 Q{2) 0:00:30 0:06:32 45.9 47.3 
~_?Ulh of Tamiami._Trail .. 

rramiami Trail to US 27 0:17:15 49.7 c (2) 0:00:56 0:16:19 52.5 55.0 

Section 150 .. Urban Street 
(Avocado Drive to south of 0:12:12 34.8 8(1) 0:01:43 0:10:29 40.4 45.0 
Eureka Drive) ----··------· 
Section 150 - Two-Lane 
Hwy (Eureka Drive to south 0:15:50 43.7 D'~ 0:00:43 0:15:07 45.8 47.2 
of Tamiaml Trail) 

. !----- .. 

Section 070 0:17:15 49.7 c (2) 0:00:56 0:16:19 52.5 55.0 

otal Study Length 
0:45:17 43.5 NA 0:03:22 0:41:55 47.1 50.1 

(Avocado Drive to US 27) 
' (1) based on HCM 2000 LOS Cntena for Class I Urban Streets (Exlub1t 15-2) 

(2) based on HCM 2000 LOS Criteria for Two-Lane Highways in Class I {Exhibit 20-3) 
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Table 9: Southbound Travel Time and Delay Results 

Average Average Average Average Average 
Travel Average Running Posted Roadway limits Travel Speed LOS Delay 

Running 
Speed Speed 

Time (mph) 
Time 

(mph) (mph) 

North of Avocado Dr to 0:06:00 40.5 gl1l 0:00:15 0:05:45 42.3 45.0 
Silver Palm Dr 
North of Silver Palm Dr to 

0:04:31 39.7 8(1) 0:00:18 0:04:13 42.5 45.0 
Eureka Dr 
North of Eureka Dr to 

0:08:51 44.3 D <'> 0:00:07 0:08:44 44.8 47.1 
Kendall Dr 

North of Kendall Dr to 0:06:23 47.0 c<2> 0:00:13 0:06:10 48.6 47.3 
Tamiami Trail 

Tamiami Trail to US 27 0:16:34 51.7 8 (2) 0:00:46 0:15:48 54.2 55.0 

Section 150 ~ Urban Street 
(North of Avocado Drive to 0:10:31 40.3 8{1) 0:00:33 0:09:58 42.6 45.0 
Eureka Drive) 
Section 150 ~ Two~Lane Hwy 
(North of Eureka Drive to 0:15:14 45.4 c<2> 0:00:20 0:14:54 46.4 47.2 
"i"amiami Trail) 

L.._.._. --1----f----- f----
Section 070 0:16:34 51.7 8 (2) 0:00:46 0:15:48 54.2 55.0 

otal Study Length 
0:42:19 46.6 NA 0:0"1 :39 0:40:40 48.5 I 50.1 I (Avocado Drive to US 27) 

(1) based on HCM 2000 LOS Cnteoa for Class I Urban Streets {Exlublt 15-2) 
(2) based on HCM 2000 LOS Criteria for Two-Lane Highways in Class I (Exhibit 20-3) 

As shown in Table 8, the average weekday a.m. peak hour travel time for the study conidor in the 
northbound direction is 45 minutes and 17 seconds. The time in delay averages three minutes and 
22 seconds (approximately 7.5% of the total travel time). The average running speed (speed while 
not in delay) is 47.1 mph and the average posted speed is 50.1 mph. For each segment of the study 
corridor, the average running speed is within 3.2 mph of the posted speed limit. 

As shown in Table 9, the average weekday a.m. peak hour travel time for the study conidor in the 
southbound direction is Jess than the northbound direction at 42 minutes and 19 seconds, because 
southbound is the off-peak direction. The time in delay averages one minute and 39 seconds 
(approximately 4% of the total travel time), which also is less than the nOithbound direction. The 
average running speed (speed while not in delay) is 48.5 mph and the average posted speed is 50.1 
mph. For each segment of the study con·idor, the average miming speed is within 2.7 mph of the 
posted speed limit. 

Travel in the southbound direction takes Jess time from end-to-end, has less delay, and has a faster 
running speed than the northbound direction. The average running speeds in the southbound 
direction are also closer to the posted speed limits. Regardless, travelers in both directions 
experience relatively low delay compared to the total travel time and are able to travel near the 
posted speed limit. The reported Level-of-Service does not consider posted speed limits, only the 
desired mobility for the segment functional classification and design. 
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Crash Data 

The crash data for the six years (1995 to 2000) was obtained from the FDOT for analysis. Both 
spot and segment Actual Crash Rates were found. These rates were compared with Florida Critical 
Crash Rates to determine the Safety Ratios. Spots or segments with a safety ratio of greater than 
1.0 are considered high crash locations. In addition, fatal crashes (up to March 2002) were provided 
by FDOT for determining fatal crash rates and fatality rates for the last seven years, 1995 to 2001. 

Table 1 0: Summary of Crashes by Categories 

- . - - ·-. - ~ 

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 Total Percentage 
- ·- --· - - -- . --

Harmful Event 
. 

Rear End 32 48 64 78 77 73 372 30.4% 
~---· 

Angle 20 31 33 32 43 40 199 16.3% 
~- --· 

Tree/Shrub 7 20 23 18 19 24 111 9.1% 

Sideswipe 16 10 14 31 13 21 105 8.6% 
. -- ------· ---

Left Turn 15 14 19 16 18 23 105 8.6% 
-· ----------~--------- -------· ------~---·-· ------- --· ·- --------

Ran into Ditch/Culvert 4 9 5 8 13 10 49 4.0% ------------------------------ -----·----·- --------- ------
Overturn 4 6 6 9 12 9 46 3.8% 

- •. 
Head on 2 6 9 4 13 9 43 3.5% ----------·-· ------------
Pole 4 3 4 5 3 4 23 1.9% --------- ---·-·-- ··-------- ----'-- --- ---
Moveable Object on Road 1 _1 3 3 6 3 17 1.4% r---- - -··· ·--------· . 

Right Turn 2 0 2 6 1 2 13 1.1% 
------~- ----- -·---· 

Ran off Road into Water 2 2 0 1 6 6 17 1.4% 
--------r-- . -----·---

Guardrail 2 0 2 3 3 4 14 1.1% 
------ --- ---- -----·-··· . 

Pedestrian 1 2 0 2 2 1 8 0.7% - . ·- ---~~~''-~-~~_,,_.,,~.,,,,~~~~~--,~-~~~~~~-~~~~-- .,~ -~~~~-~~~~ 
Weather 

- -~-- ----
Dry 56 86 81 113 134 127 597 48.9% 

Cloudy 50 55 79 90 81 93 448 36.7% 
-· 

Rain 13 19 32 27 29 30 150 12.3% 
-· 

Road Surface 
---· . 

Dry 97 129 151 187 206 200 970 79.4% --
_Wet 22 34 40 42 38 49 225 18.4% 

. 

Slippery 2 0 2 3 2 2 11 0.9% 
.. -···- ··-· ' ···-- ·- '' "~ 

Site Location 
. - ---· 

Not at Intersection, RR Xing or Bridge 54 73 96 131 127 136 617 50.5% 
' ·---·---- 1--· 

At Intersection 51 71 80 77 95 92 466 38.1% 
-·- ----~----· --

Driveway Access 8 7 10 17 16 16 74 6.1% 
·------· 

Influenced by Intersection 7 9 7 6 10 10 49 4.0% 
. 

R/R Crossing 0 1 0 2 1 1 5 0.4% 
- ---· 

Entrance Ramp 1 1 0 0 2 0 4 0.3% 
-·-----·--- -·---- ------ --- ----··-·· 

Exit Ramp 1 1 2 0 0 0 4 0.3% 
. -· 

Bridge 0 1 0 0 1 1 3 0.2% 
---· -··- -- ... ·-·· .. - -·---==---~-~-- -· .. . . .. ··--
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1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 Total Percentage 

Lighting 

Daylight 72 110 135 166 175 161 819 67.0% 

Dark (no street light) 31 36 35 33 41 63 239 19.6% 

Dark (street light) 12 10 15 14 15 19 85 7.0% 

Severity 
-

Fatal 3 3 2 3 5 8 24 2.0% 

Injury 73 104 108 117 147 144 693 56.7% 

Property Damage Only 46 57 85 113 100 104 505 41.3% 

Total 122 164 195 233 252 256 1222 100% 
-~- - - ·- -· 

Methodology 

The Actual Crash Rate is a function of segment length times the annual number of vehicles in 
relation to the number of crashes, as shown below: 

A I C h R 
Number of crashes in year (within limits specified) 

ctua ras ate~------------'---'---------"----'--
(Number of vehicles (ADT) x 365 x length in miles) I 1,000,000 

= Crashes per million vehicle miles 

Critical Crash Rate is a function of segment length, traffic volume, and the average rate for the 
category of highway being testing. The critical crash rate for segments can be determined using the 
following equation: 

Where: 

C=R+K {R --1-
~M 2M 

C =Critical crash rate for segments 

R = Average crash rate for the category of highway being testing 
(crashes per million vehicle miles) 

M = Average vehicle exposure for one year at the location 

(million vehicle miles) 

K =Constant (1.645 rural, 3.291 urban) 

The critical crash rate for spots can be dete1mined using the following equation: 

. A 1 f
-

H=A+K --
V 2V 

Wbere: H =Critical crash rate for spots 
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from Avocado Drive/SW 296'h Street to just south of (not including) Silver Palm Dlive/SW 232nd 
Street. The next segment is from Silver Palm Drive to south of Eureka Dlive/SW 184'h Street. The 
most northern segment includes both north and south limit intersections (Tamiami Trail and 
Okeechobee Road/US 27). All segments were analyzed as 'rural'. The average annual intersection 
crash, safety ratio at each intersection, and the safety ratio for the segments are summalized in 
Figures 12A to 12E. 

Although there is some fluctuation in segment safety ratios between Eureka Dlive to Tamiami Trail 
over the years, a slight increase is observed. As the distance between intersections increases, the 
percentage of crashes occurling at the intersections decreases. This is an indication that a comdor 
safety improvement plan should be considered, not just at individual intersections. 
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Year Safety Ratio 
1995 0.279 
1996 0.251 

·-
1997 0.198 ---
1998 0.000 --

~~ 0.382 
c.ZQ_OO 0.083 

Year Safety Ratio 
. 

_1995 ... 0.279 
1996 0.251 
1997 0.595 __ 
1998 .... 0.408_ ______ 
1999 0.572 

~--::-.:-·-·· .zgg.Q_ ~Q.58L_: 

LEGEND 
~ Average Annual 
\V Crash 
~-· ·~-··-:--

Year __ -~Safety Ratio 
19XX _ .-..,<c_.;..1 -........j 
19XX >1 

0 
NORTH 

(NOT TO SCALE) 

SILVER PALM DR 
-T,(S;t;W,;.;;;23"'2;oNP<D:o;;S:;,T)r------+-- CMJ:.!.}!D 

COCONUT PALM DR 
--7;(S;;;W'ii";i248~T+.H-'cS;;;T~) "-"'-'----{ 6·2 

... 
PLUMMER DR 

--;,~~~~"""-----'-{1.6 (SW 256TH ST) 

7,8'-iAii-UE;cR~DRC\-;;""'------( 4 .1 
. - (SW 264TH ST) .... ... .. . . . . .. . . . . 
--7;EF.,PM;,O~RE~D~R:;;------· _· ·..:.·. · . 

(SW 272ND ST) 

BISCAYNE DR 
-i(s"'w~28;;;8~T;=;H-'Cs"ir'J -------1 4·5 

....... . . . . . 

. . . 
Year 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 

Year Safe1y Ratio 
1995 0.838 
1996 0.752 .. 
1997 0.198 
1998 1.019 
1999 _......2:.~;..._ 
gQQQ_ _.....Qd~ 

Year -~afety Ratio 
_ _12~ .... 0.27!)_ 
_ _!996 0.376 

1997 0.992 
1998 0.510 

1999 --- 0:382-

1999 0.486 ··--- ---------·--
2000 0.145 

• =-· Safety Ratio 
1.658 
1.787 
1.920 
1.921 
1.952 

AVOCADO DR to south of SILVER PALM DR 
Total Length: 4.05 miles 

Average Annual Crash: 35.7 
Percentage at Intersection: 74.2 

Percentage at Signalized Intersection: 56.5 

AVERAGE ANNUAL INTERSECTION/SEGMENT 
CRASHES AND SAFETY RATIO (1995-2000) 
KROME AVENUE - EXISTING LOS ANALYSIS 1

1

2A ~ MIAMI.t.fLOR_IDA ···---~---· 
AUGUST 2002 
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Year 
_ _19~§. 

1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 

LEGEND 
!?\ Average Annual 
\V Crash 

EUREKA DR 
(SW 184TH Sl) 

GROSSMAN FARM OR ::-, 
~(S~W~1~92~N~D~S~T~)~~~----~~-~~·~·7·~-.~.-.-.. - .. ~~ ...... .... . . . . 

.• 
Year 

~-
~~6._ 

1997 
1998 

~-· 
~00_ 

0 
NORTH 

(NOT TO SCALE) 

Safety Ratio 

0.263 
__ Q...~_ 

0.293 
0.396 

. .... _Q5~~ 
0.559 

\;;;;;(_~Q~UA';':I~L;R~O~O~S~T!c'.D:<cR ________ --:{< "' -~· (SW200THST) ...... ~.2)-----

0.704 

0.488 
0.396 
0.461 
0.319 

-7Hi,'iA;iiN~L:p;IN!.;!Mc;'I~LL;,:D-p.R~------(t4 0"1----
(SW 216TH ST) ~. . .. 

. .. . .. 

--1-+-+-+--1 +-+-+-t-+ 

iiSf.iiL<i-V;;;ER~P"Al~.M:';TDR:.:.._ ______ _,_.,-. ,.-{. 3_'5')--------
(SW 232ND ST) ..... · 

<JJP-7.8~ 

. . . . .. . 
.... ... Se!J.!11ent_§afety Ratio 

Year Safety Ratio 
1995 1.242 
1996 1.309 
1997 1.778 
1998 1.700 
1999 2.233 
2000 1.579 

SILVER PALM DR to south of EUREKA DR 
Total Length: 3.02 miles 

Average Annual Crash: 26.2 
Percentage at Intersection: 68.2 

Percentage at Signalized Intersection: 44.6 

AVERAGE ANNUAL INTERSECTION/SEGMENT 
CRASHES AND SAFETY RATIO (1995-2000) 

128 KJ KROME AVENUE • EXISTING LOS ANALYSIS 
MLI\_1',1!,£LORID,_,A _____ _ 
AUGUST 2002 
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ar 
l5 
l6 
l7 

998 
1999 
2000 

LEGEND 

0 
----~--~K~E~N~DA~L~L~D~R~------+----~ V (SW 88TH ST) 

NORTH 
(NOT TO SCALE) 

J [ 
C&!: 13_891,_-:;:, ---7,H;;o;OWO'f)AR';;'D~RD~----:-{s.2 

(SW 136TH ST) 

RICHMOND DR 
~ ----7i;i~~~ii---,-~4.2 

(SW 168TH ST) 

Safety Ratio 
).376 

0.808 
0. 
0 
0. 
0. 

........ . . . . . . .. 

EUREKA DR 
-'<"'s"'w:":1':'84sT"'H'"'s"'T,.-) ----1 5·5 

.... ... 
..... . . .. 

RICHMOND DR -,JP···-
(SW 168TH ST) CM!:..l_r.IJ45_:> 

Safety Ratio 
0.992 
1.127 
0.506 
0.952 
1.279 
1.422 

EUREKA DR to south of KENDALL DR 
Total Length: 6.54 miles 

Average Annual Crash: 34.3 
Percentage at Intersection: 43.2 

Percentage at Signalized Intersection: 16.0 

AVERAGE ANNUAL INTERSECTION/SEGMENT 
CRASHES AND SAFETY RATIO (1995-2000) 
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LEGEND 

_____ 190 ~-0T~ArrM~IA~M~IT~R~A~IL ______ +----
(SW 8TH ST) 

);;{ KENDALL DR 
-----j(l;_;I----7(S~W;-;.;;.:88,::;T;o,H-;<S:,;,T)-----{ 9·7 

-. -
Year 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 

·. ' 
Safety Ratio 

0.877 
1.023 
0.973 
1.281 
1.280 
1.359 

0 
NORTH 

(NOT TO SCALE) 

KENDALL DR to south of TAM/AMI TRAIL 
Total Length: 5.00 miles 

Average Annual Crash: 30.0 
Percentage at Intersection: 32.2 

Percentage at Signalized Intersection: 32.2 

AVERAGE ANNUAL INTERSECTION/SEGMENT 
CRASHES AND SAFETY RA T/0 (1995-2000) 

12o KJ AUGUST2002 

KROME AVENUE- EXISTING LOS ANALYSIS 
MIAMI, FLQRID_t\ __ _ 
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--·-··r··· ~c-:::-:· 
Year Safety Ratio 
1995 1.601 
1996 1.493 
1997 2.242 
1998 2.097 
1999 2.2~5"'-1 --J. 
2000 -_-1 ~5_2_5___ f. 

25 

J [ • 0 • • •• 

0 
NORTfi 

(NOT TO SCALE) 

---~~T~A2M~IA~M~IT~R~A~IL~--~ .l':::'J (SW 8TH ST) 15.5 
Year 
1995 

Safety Ratio 
0.704 

LEGEND 
(;\ Average Annual 
'\!..} Crash 

-
Year Safety 
19XX < 1 
19XX > 1 ... 

* Proposed Safety Improvements 

1996 1.464 
1997 1.430 
1998 1.579 
1999 1.892 
2000 1.542 

TAM/AMI TRAIL to OKEECHOBEE RD 
Total Length: 14.275 

Average Annual Crash: 74.0 
Percentage at Intersection: 30.6 

Percentage at Signalized Intersection: 20.9 

AVERAGE ANNUAL INTERSECTION/SEGMENT 
CRASHES AND SAFETY RATIO (1995-2000) 

112E KJ KROME AVENUE- EXISTING LOS ANALYSIS 
MIAMI, FLORIDA ____ ·-------·--------! 
AUGUST 2002 
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All fatal crashes from January 1995 to March 2002 are documented in Figures 13A to 13E. The 
following information is included: number of fatalities, approximate milepost, date, time, causes 
and possible environment conditions. The fatal crash rate was also determined over the years. 

The fatal crashes increase significantly in the last two years, especially from Eureka Drive/SW 184'h 
Street to Kendall Drive/SW SS'h Street and from Tamiami Trail/SW s•h Street to Okeechobee 
Road/US27. There were a total of 39 fatal crashes from January 1995 to March 2002, about half of 
them occurred at night (8 p.m. to 4 a.m.). A summary of all fatal crashes along the entire studied 
corridor is presented in Table 11. 

Table 11: Summary of Fatal Crashes and Fatalities 
(January 1995- March 2002) 

Year 

Fatal 
Crashes 

Fatalities 

1995 

3 

5 

1996 1997 

3 2 3 5 8 12 3 

3 5 3 6 9 18 5 
~~~-b.~~k-~~-·~· ·d.· ~~-·--··· ~-4.~......,.db .•• ~~----~~ ~---·····~··~·~·-~---·-~~·~ 

Fifteen of 39 fatal crashes were head-on crashes, which accounted for 24 fatalities ( 44% of all 
fatalities). Others were classified as any of the following: angle, pedestrian, left turn, run off road, 
overtum, and other. The following are some initial observations on all fatal crashes: 

• Of the five segments analyzed, the segment from Eureka Drive to south of Kendall D1ive 
had the highest fatal crash rate. In a length of less than 5 miles, there were 14 fatal crashes 
from 1996 to 2001. 

• In 2001, three fatal crashes occurred within 0.2 mile (MP 14.868 to MP 15.070), accounting 
for five fatalities. One potential cause of the crashes is the roadside clutter caused by naJTow 
shoulders and utility poles near the edge of the roadway. 

• The segment from Tamiami Trail to US 27 has good sight distance. However, the sharp 
curve at approximately milepost 10.500 is unmarked and is a potential cause of crashes in 
the area. 

A more detailed review of crash reports themselves is recommended in order to determine the 
precise causes of crashes and appropriate actions to prevent such crashes. This action should be 
done in the next phase of the study as a follow-up action. Crash sites were inspected and nearby 
conditions for each location is summarized in Table 12. 

Figure 14 shows the safety analysis summary for the entire corridor. 
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Table 12: Nearby Conditions at Fatal Crashes Locations 

Section Milepost location Near by conditions 

87150 4.836 Mid-block Wide shoulders on both sides 

87150 5.848 At SW 264th St Signalized intersection, exclusive left-turn lane 

87150 5.848 At SW 264th St Signalized intersection, exclusive lett-turn lane 

87150 6.357 At SW 256th St 
Unsignalized intersection, Sunoco service station in 
SW corner 

87150 6.869 At SW 248th St 
Amoco gas station SW corner, Texaco NE corner, 
Construction in NW corner, SE corner vacant 

87150 10.622 At SW 188th St Good sight distance 

87150 12.200 Mid-block 
Hit pole on eastside, north of Chekika recreation area 
driveway 

87150 12.420 Mid-block Poles on westside, shoulder on eastside 

87150 12.738 Mid-block Poles on westside, shoulder on eastside 

87150 13.280 Mid-block 
- at SE 154th St, by GUS Nursery; poles on Westside, 
shoulder on eastside 

87150 13.821 Mid-block Just soutt1 of SW 136th St, poles on Westside, 
shoulder on eastside 

87150 13.895 At SW 136th St Grass shoulder on Westside, poles on eastside north 
of intersection only. 

87150 13.895 At SW 136th St 
Grass shoulder on Westside, poles on eastside north 
of intersection only. 

87150 14.668 At SW 122nd St Good sight distance 

87150 14.868 Mid-block 
Guardrail on the eastside, 20ft graveled/grass 

I 87150 14.940 Mid-block shoulder with poles on the Westside- just north of 
O'Martinez nursery. 

~ 87150 15.070 Mid-block 

87150 15.700 Mid-block Guardrail on eastside, narrow shoulder on Westside 

87150 16.156 At SW 1 OOth St Good side distance, one lane-all movements 

87150 16.931 Mid-block North of railroad crossing, guardrail on both sides 

87150 17.431 At SW 88th St Guardrail on eastside, shoulder on Westside 

87150 19.431 Mid-block Guardrail on Westside for culvert, continuous guardrail 
on eastside 

87150 20.430 Mid-block Wooded area on the Westside, guardrail on the 
eastside 

87070 1.020 Mid-block Near a driveway 

87070 1.700 Mid-block Speed changes from 50 mph to 55 mph 

87070 2.020 Mid-block 20 ft slope shoulders 

87070 2.300 Mid-block South of Curve-right sign, 20 tt slope shoulders, NB no 

87070 2.350 Mid-block passing 

87070 4.300 Mid-block Near guide sign, crash location may be miscoded. 
bo--~~~ - ---·-- . -- .. - ·- ·-·-- --·- ·-·······-~ 

------------------- ·-------
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87070 8.400 Mid-block No passing zone, 20ft slope shoulders, near driveway 

87070 8.800 Mid-block Driveway south of curve-right sign 

87070 9.150 Mid-block Sharp curve, unmarked 

87070 9.250 Mid-block Missed curve, ran off road to the right. 

87070 11.500 Mid-block Good sight distance, straight road 

87070 12.275 Mid-block Milton Thomas Park eastside - park closes at 5:30, 
Parking for fishing Westside; good sight distance 

- - -
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NOTE: FATALITY RATE IS THE NUMBER OF 
FATALITIES PER 100 MILLION VEHICLE MILES 

NOTE: FATAL CRASH RATE IS THE NUMBER OF FATAL 
CRASHES PER 100 MILLION VEHICLE MILES 

LEGEND 
#Fatality 

A Date Time 
..---.. Event~ Condition 

• Unsignalized Intersection 

6J Signalized Intersection 

0 
NORTH 

(NOTTO SCALE) 

CM"e6~~~-g 8 , 1995 10 PM _ 
CME§y:§D Pedestrian - Dark 

Year 
Segment Fatal 

Crash Rate 
t995 17.13 
1996 --
1997 --
1998 .. 
1999 5.64 
2000 5.01 

2001 4.80 

' I 'I I • • ' t 

• • • 
• 

Segment 
Fatalll'Jit Rate 

17.13 
--
--
·-

5.64 
5.01 
9.60 .. ' DR , 

FATAL CRASHES (1995- MARCH 2002) 
FATAL CRASH RATE AND FATALILTY RATE 
( 1995-2001) 
KROME AVENUE - EXISTING LOS ANALYSIS FIGURE 

~ MIAMJ,£LQRIDA ______________ 13A AUGUST 2002 
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EUREKA DR <01 
~(S~W~18~4~TH~SD~----------4~~------

GROSSMAN FARM DR 
(SW 192ND ST) 

----~~Q~U~A~IL~R~OTO~ST~D~R~-------~~~------·o (SW 200TH ST) j\)J 

:;( 
w 
::;: 
0 
a: 
" 

SILVER PALM DR ieJ 
;;(S,;:W,;_2;,;3,;,2N~D;=;;,ST;,;):::..:._ ________ _,rf------

NOTE: FATALITY RATE IS THE NUMBER OF 
FATALITIES PER 100 MILLION VEHICLE MILES 

NOTE: FATAL CRASH RATE IS THE NUMBER OF FATAL 
CRASHES PER 100 MILLION VEHICLE MILES 

~~ 

CMB~ 

Year 
'. 

1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 

0 
NORTH 

(NOT TO SCALE) 

Aug 1 0, 1999 4 AM 
Pedestrian • Dark 

Segment Fatal 
Crash Rate 

Segment 
Fataflll'Jii Rate 

.. .. 

.. .. 

.. .. 

.. .. 
7.26 7.26 
.. .. 
.. .. 

SILVER PALM DR to south of EUREKA DR 
Total Length: 3.02 Miles 

LEGEND 
# Fatalily 

0 Date Time 
-··-Event- Condition 

FATAL CRASHES (1995- MARCH 2002) 
FATAL CRASH RATE AND FATALILTY RATE 
( 1995-2001) 
KROME AVENUE · EXISTING LOS ANALYSIS FIGURE 

~ MIAMI, FLORIDA -------- .. ·-·-·--~ 138 AUGUST 2002 

• Unsignalized Intersection 

t:} Signalized Intersection 
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0 
NORTH 

(NOT TO SCALE) 

(:;{ KENDALL DR 
--~--',(S~W~8s="T"H'-"s~T,_) -----1 ~ (See Figure 40) 

J [ 
HOWARD RD 
(SW 136TH ST) 

~ Sept2,1999 7AM 
~ Head On/Rear End - Unknown 

~ ~~ _-July 3,_2001 10 AM 
~;t.;ngTe- Unknown 
~c_t9,2001 12AM 
'-"'-"--=---v ··Head On - Unknown 

~_March 24, 2001 ... 1 AM 
=-=--v Head On - Unknown 

CMP 14~ March!J, 2001 1 AM 
Head On - Unknown 

QiB4:868~_J3ep_!_g!l_, 2001 5 PM __ _ 
--~ f-iead On - Unknown 
~7~_.}1J_Iy_g2, 1996 12 Noon_ 
-=-~ Lett Turn- Unknown 

c:M1'73~~~__g_cct_~L 2009_1 AM __ _ 
-- 'V Angle- Unknown 

---------,-_A Nov 6, 2000 11 AM 
C&!'__g~£~ Angle/Sideswipe-:.-unknown 

CW'"ii1:c0-- gihe;~0;;n6ow~~"~---
ClJE'":w--A- Fe_~1~_2QOO l.!_Pt\<1_ 

---""~ Sideswipe -Unknown 

c_r.:;p,iliJ---.A_ ___ June 11_,J_f)98 9 £_r.,l___ 
--~ Head-On - Dark 

CMi'ii4w-A.-----§e_pt 22, 2QQ_:1_ 3 PM __ _ 
--•"---¥ H-ead On - Unknown 
~~_f!fCh 1_1,2001_!J_£'i.:L 
---~ Ran Off Road - Unknown 

CMP , 1~_,8 --~R;,::Ic~H':'iM~O~N~DF,gD!;t.R ___ ---t----TRiiilc'i]HfMif,of.iN'ilD'i'DG'R'i- C¥P 11_9i§.:> 
"'-"!'--' (SW 168TH ST) (SW 168TH ST) 

EUREKA DR 
(SW 184TH ST) 

NOTE: FATALITY RATE IS THE NUMBER OF 
FATALITIES PER 100 MILLION VEHICLE MILES 

NOTE: FATAL CRASH RATE IS THE NUMBER OF FATAL 
CRASHES PER 100 MILLION VEHICLE MILES 

LEGEND 
#Fatality 

0· ~~~~t!~7ndftiorl·-----
• Unsignalized Intersection 

{d Signalized Intersection 

s F s Year egment atal egment 
Crash Rate Fatality Rate 

1995 -- .. 
1996 9.86 9.86 
1997 .. .. 
1998 3.67 3.67 
1999 3.84 3.84 
2000 10.93 14.57 
2001 20.22 26.00 

EUREKA DR to south of KENDALL DR 
Total Length: 6.54 Miles 

FATAL CRASHES (1995- MARCH 2002) 
FATAL CRASH RATE AND FATAL/LTY RATE 
(1995-2001) 
KROME AVENUE - EXISTING LOS ANALYSIS FIGURE KJ MIAMI,_f_L_ORIDA 13C AUGUST 2002 
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NORTH 

(NOT TO SCALE) 

---I 90 1--T;.;_A~Mc;IAc;;Mi']-I.C,T'?;RA::ei::_L -----c • 
(SW 8TH ST) " 

0 Dec 2, 20Ql_jiB:L_ 
Head On - Dark 

"-'"" 20~ Mar 5, 1999 11 PM 
G--reCiestrian -·Dark 

--~ 94 1-~K~E~N~D~A~LL~D~R~--~· 
(SW 88TH ST) ·" 

AprilS, 1995 4 AM 
Angle- Dark 

NOTE: FATALITY RATE IS THE NUMBER OF 
FATALITIES PER 100 MILLION VEHICLE MILES 

NOTE: FATAL CRASH RATE IS THE NUMBER OF FATAL 
CRASHES PER 100 MILLION VEHICLE MILES 

LEGEND 
#Fatality 

A Date Tl!!_l!!_ ____ . 
¥"Event~ Condition 
• Unsignalized Intersection 

{:J Signalized Intersection 

Year Segment Fatal 
Crash Rate 

Segment 
Fatalill\lt Rate 

1995 8.43 25.29 
1996 -- --
1997 -- --
1998 -- -
1999 8.24 12.36 
2000 -- --
2001 3.70 3.70 

KENDALL DR to south of TAM/AMI TRAIL 
Total Length: 5.00 Miles 

FATAL CRASHES (1995- MARCH 2002) 
FATAL CRASH RATE AND FATALILTY RATE 
(1995-2001) 
KROME AVENUE- EXISTING LOS ANALYSIS FIGURE KJ MIAMI, FLORIDA - ·--· 130 AUGUST 2002 
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J [ 

__ 90 1--7-o:TA~M~I'SA~M;.,I T;.;RA~IL'----__j 
(SW 8TH ST) 

NOTE: FATALITY RATE IS THE NUMBER OF 
FATALITIES PER 100 MILLION VEHICLE MILES 

NOTE: FATAL CRASH RATE IS THE NUMBER OF FATAL 
CRASHES PER 100 MILLION VEHICLE MILES 

LEGEND 
#Fatality 

A · Da~. Time __ _ 
~ent" Condition 

• Unsigna/ized Intersection 

l"l __ _ W Signalized Intersection 

25 

"'-. 
~ Oct20, 1998 5PM 
'-=--''=-v Angle- Unknown 
CMI'~f'eb 18, 2001~AM_ 
-=-~!Head On- Unknown 

---=~1 8PM 
~ Headon:unknown 
,~10PM 
C~ Ran Off Road- Unknown 

Au 12, 1996 11 AM 
Angle- Unknown--

CMPs<w::G FeQ_1_,__)jJ_!ill_ 1 PM 
- Overturn - Unknown 

CMP~ Feb 11, 2002 __ ~ Arv1__ 
---'·'~--v Angle - Daylight 

c:MP7~~b O?~ 2002 __ '!PM _ 
___ ,,,,_V Angle - Daylight 

Ch4r>i:ooo---A __ Jan 22, 2002 12 PM 
·-·-=-v Head On- Dawn 

QTP<:soo-A ___ Apr 19, 2000 5 PM 
·-··-·=---.. Head On - Unknown 

Cldl'2sso-A_·iii_O\/ 25, 20_9_Q_j)J'.~ 
----"--"¥ Head On - Unknown 
cMP2:~ Oct 10, 1997 9 PM__ 
------=·--v Angle - Dark 

c MP 2_0ro::C) Feb 29, ;:'QOO 6 PM_ 
-- Angle - Unknown 
-w>i.~ Feb 11,1997 6PM_ 

'-"--"-"'--v- Head On - Dark 
Qw~ _ _fi/Q',!Jl.,_g_ooo 12 AM --=-,......,-- H Hiitt F Fii•xed Object - Unknown 

QZ'_§ooo_:::, Year 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 

0 
NORTH 

(NOTTO SCALE) 

Segment Fatal Se~ment 
Fatahi'llllt Rate Crash Rate 

-- --
3.49 3.49 
5.73 14.32 
5.33 5.33 

-- --
9.25 9.25 

6.40 12.79 

TAM/AMI TRAIL to OKEECHOBEE RD 
Total Length: 14.275 Miles 

FATAL CRASHES (1995- MARCH 2002) 
FATAL CRASH RATE AND FATALILTY RATE 
( 1995-2001) 
KROME AVENUE- EXISTING LOS ANALYSIS FIGURE KJ ~IAMILf:LORIDA 13E AUGUST 2002 
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Segment Fatal 
Year Crash Rate 

Segment 
Fata\'iltltii Rate 

1995 -- --
1996 3.49 3.49 
1997 5.73 14.32 
1998 5.33 5.33 
1999 -- --
2000 9.25 9.25 
2001 6.40 12.79 

TAM/AMI TRAIL to OKEECHOBEE RD 
Total Length: 14.275 Miles 

Year Segment Fatal Se!fl!ilgment 
Crash Rate Fatali Rate 

1995 8.43 25.29 
1996 -- -
1997 --
1998 --

TAMIAMI TRAIL 
(SW 8TH ST) 

:.i'ffl@;Mi!.M 
0.704 
1.484 
1.430 
1.579 
1.892 

.~ 

0 
NORTH 

(NOT TO SCALE) 

0-t<:; 
<h. 

TAM/AMI TRAIL to OKEECHOBEE RD 

~ 

"TO~ 
ru& ~<'0! 

<'-) Z> 

Year 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 

Safety Ratio 
0.877 
1.023 
0.973 
1.281 1999 8.24 12.36 

2000 -- -- -----1 94 r KENDALL DR I 
' (SW 88TH ST) 

1999 1.280 ~ 
2001 3.70 3.70 

KENDALL DR to south of TAM/AMI TRAIL 
Total Length: 5.00 Miles 

Year Segment Fatal Segment 
Crash Rate Fatality Rate 

1995 -- --
1996 9.86 9.86 
1997 -- --
1998 3.67 3.67 
1999 3.84. 3.84 
2000 10.93 14.57 
2001 20.22 26.00 

EUREKA DR to south of KENDALL DR 
Total Length: 6.54 Miles 

~ HOWARDRD 
(SW 136TH ST) 

RICHMOND DR 
(SW 168TH ST) 

EUREKA DR 
(SW 184TH ST) 

5.2 

GROSSMAN FARM DR (4 2 
(SW 192ND ST) . 

~ 

CJAP 10.89Q::> 

~ 

2000 1.359 

KENDALL DR to south of TAM/AMI TRAIL 

Year Safety Ratio 
1995 0.992 
1996 1.127 
1997 0.506 
1998 0.952 
1999 1.279 
2000 1.422 

EUREKA DR to south of KENDALL DR 

_, 994 f QUAIL ROOST DR I 
(SW 200TH ST) 6.2 ~ 

Year Segment Fatal Sefiil'llgment 
Crash Rate Fatali Rate 

1995 -- --
1996 -- --
1997 --
1998 -- --
1999 7.26 7.26 
2000 -- --
2001 -- --

SILVER PALM DR to south of EUREKA DR 
Total Length: 3. 02 Miles 

Year Segment Fatal 
Crash Rate 

Segment 
Fatalill"..t Rate 

1995 17.13 17.13 
1996 -- --
1997 -- --
1998 --
1999 5.64 5.64 
2000 5.01··· 5,01 
2001 4.80 9.60 

AVOCADO DR to south of SILVER PALM DR 
Total Length: 4.05 Miles 

LEGEND 

@ Average Annual Number of Crashes 

Year Safety Ratio 

1995 1.242 
1996 1.309 
1997 1.778 

-----------{4.0 ~ 1998 1.700 
1999 2.233 
---[ili] """""" 

SILVER PALM DR to south of EUREKA DR 

SILVER PALM DR 
(SW 232ND ST) (3.5 ~ 

COCONUT PALM DR 
(SW 248TH ST) 

PLUMMER DR 
(SW 256TH ST) 

BAUER DR 
(SW 264TH ST) 

EPMORE DR 
(SW 272ND ST) 

6.2 )--- C MP 6.650 

~ 

CMPS.848~ 

4.5l---~ 

Year Safety Ratio 
1995 1.658 
1996 1.787 
1997 1.920 
1998 1.921 
1999 1.952 
2000 1.384 

AVOCADO DR to south of SILVER PALM DR 

BISCAYNE DR (4.5 
(SW 288TH ST) 

AVOCADO DR (4.8 
(SW 296TH ST) 

~ 

~ 

SUMMARY OF SAFETY ANAL YS/S 
KROME AVE - EXISTING LOS ANALYSIS 
MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA 
AUGUST2002 

FIGURE 

14 KJ 
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Intersection/Arterial Level of Service 

Methodology 

Level of Service (LOS) analysis was performed for ten signalized intersections using Highway 
Capacity Software (HCS-Signals). LOS analysis was completed for four unsignalized intersections 
using HCS-Unsignal. LOS analysis was also performed for the urban section (HCS-Arterials) and 
for the rural section (HCS Two-lane). · 

The assumptions are as follows: 

• The turning movement counts collected for the morning peak hours were used and an 
overall intersection peak hour factor was calculated. 

• Percentage of heavy vehicles was applied movement -specific. 

• Signal timings at the signalized intersections were obtained from FDOT D6 Traffic 
Engineering Department or its network. ''All of the signals in the system are semi-actuated. 
The North-south through movements are the non-actuated movements. The existing timing 
was used without optimization. 

• Lane configurations are as shown in Figures 2A-E 

• For the arterial analysis, the free flow speed is assumed to be the posted speed limit. 

• For the two-lane highway analysis for the rural segments, the free flow speed is assumed to 
be 5 mph higher than the average posted speed limit (calibrated to better reflect the field 
observations). 

Analysis Results 

Arterial Level of Service 

The arterial analysis was performed for both the northbound and southbound directions. Many of 
the input parameters were imported directly from the signalized intersection analysis. For the 
analysis purposes, the segment from Avocado Dr/SW 296th Street to Eureka Dr/SW 184'h Street was 
considered "urban" (due to its signal spacing characteristics) and HCS-Arterials was used for the 
operation analysis. The other three segments, from Eureka Dr!SW 184'h St to US 27/0keechobee 
Rd were considered "rural" and HCS-Two-Lane was used for analysis. The results are summarized 
in Table 13: 
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Table 13: Arterial Level of Service for the Morning Peak Hour 

Free flow Travel 2002 
Segment Limits Speed Speed 

(mph) (mph) LOS 

Avocado Dr/SW 296" Street to 
N/a 

Eureka Dr/ SW 184'" Street (NB) 
37.4 A 

Avocado Dr/SW 296" Street to 
N/a 37.7 A 

Eureka Dr/ SW 184'" Street (SB) 

Eureka Dr/ SW 184'" Street to 
46.9 

Kendall Drlve/SW 88'" Street 
36.0 E 

Kendall Drive/SW 88'" Street to 

lramiaml Traii/SW 8'" Street 
53.5 41.6 D 

~amiami Traii/SW atn Street to 
59.8 51.5 c 

US27/0keechobee Road 

Intersection Level of Service 

LOS, Control Delay, and Critical v/c ratio for the intersections are presented in Figure 15 as well as 
in Table 14: 

Table 14: Intersection Level of Service for the Morning Peak 
Hour 

Intersection Critical v/o Delay (sec) LOS 

Avocado Drive/SW 296th Street 0.58 29.6 c 
Biscayn~ Drive;sw 288 Street 0.74 26.1 c 

Epmore Drive/SW 272 Street* 0.73 83.2 F 

Bauer Drive/SW 264 Street 0.67 20.0 c 

Coconut Palm Drive/SW 248 Street 0.61 19.3 
. 

8 

Silver Palm Drive/SW 232 Street 0.63 20.0 c 

Hainlin Mill Drive/SW 216 Street 0.65 18.7 8 

Quail Roost Drive/SW 200 Street 1.02 94.3 F 

Grossman Farm Road/SW 192 Street* 0.84 111.0* F 

Eureka Drive/SW 184 Street 0.78 29.6 c 
Howard Road/SW 136 Street* 1.69 397.5 F 

Kendall Drive/SW 88 Street 1.03 238.0 F 

Tamiaml Traii/SW 8 Street 0.70 20.9 c 
Okeechobee Road/US 27* 1.59 366.7 F 

* For unsJgnaliz.ed mtersectJOns, the perfonnance measures recorded are for the cntlcal movement and NOT 
for the intersection. See Figures 3A to 3E for more detail. 
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Due to the unique geometry at the Krome Ave/US 27 intersection, it was analyzed as if the Krome 
Ave northbound traffic negotiates with eastbound and westbound on US 27 separately. The critical 
movement is the northbound left at this intersection. The control delay of this movement is 352.0 
seconds due to the southbound/eastbound traffic and is 14.7 seconds due to the 
northbound/westbound traffic. These delays result in a total movement control delay of 366.7 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report presents the conceptual designs and signal warrant analyses performed based 
on the recommendations made in the Krome Avenue Phase 2 and 3 Studies. 

The recommendations from the conceptual design analysis are: 

• Hainlin Mill Drive (SW 216 Street): The recommended project should proceed into 
the design phase. 

• Quail Roost Drive (SW 200 Street): The recommended project should proceed into 
the design phase. 

• Eureka Drive (SW 184 Street): The recommended project should proceed into the 
design phase. 

• Kendall Drive (SW 88 Street): The recommended alternative should be further 
studied as part of a PD&E Study. ,, 

• Okeechobee Road (US 27): The maintenance department and the traffic operations 
division should study the need for and feasibility of the short-term and medium-term 
alternatives. 

The recommendations from the signal warrant analysis are: 

• Epmore Drive (SW 272"d Street): Signal not warranted. 
• Grossman Farm Road (SW 192"d Street): Signal not warranted. 
• Howard Road (SW 136th Street): Signal not warranted. 
• Okeechobee Road (US 27): Signal not warranted. 

Kittelson & AssoCiates, Inc. Page 1 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The Krome Avenue Phase 4 Study was authorized to provide conceptual designs and cost 
estimates and signal warrant analyzes at the intersections recommended for further study 
in the Phase 2 and 3 Studies. Conceptual designs and cost estimates were prepared at the 
following intersections: 

• Hainlin Mill Drive (SW 216 Street); 
• Quail Roost Drive (SW 200 Street); 
• Eureka Drive (SW 184 Street); 
• Kendall Drive (SW 88 Street); and 
• Okeechobee Road (US 27). 

Signal warrant analyses were conducted at the following intersections: 

• Epmore Drive (SW 272"d Street); 
• Grossman Farm Road (SW 192"d Street); 
• Howard Road (SW l36'h Street); and 
• Okeechobee Road (US 27). 

The results and recommendations contained in this report are based on comments and 
input received from FDOT representatives in the following departments: Environmental 
Management, Systems Planning, Traffic Operations, and Design. 
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2.0 Conceptual Design and Cost Estimates 

Conceptual designs and cost estimates were prepared at the following intersections: 

• Hainlin Mill Drive (SW 216 Street); 
• Quail Roost Drive (SW 200 Street); 
• Eureka Drive (SW 184 Street); 
• Kendall Drive (SW 88 Street); and 
• Okeechobee Road (US 27). 

In preparing the conceptual designs, the length of tum lanes on Krome A venue were 
increased (where necessary) and proposed tum lanes on the intersection side streets were 
designed to meet FDOT Standard Index 301. The queue storage requirement for the tum 
lanes on Krome Avenue were based on the 95th-percentile queue length obtained from the 
2020 intersection capacity analysis. The queue storage requirements for the tum lanes on 
intersection side streets were based on the 901h-percentile queue length (non-FIHS 
facilities) obtained from the 2020 intersection capacity analysis. Table 1 summarizes the 
queue storage requirements. It is noted that queue storage lengths were capped at 200 
feet due to the fact that lengths greater than 200 feet, when added to the taper and 
deceleration length of the tum lane, begin to look like additional lanes to drivers. 

Table 1. Queue Storage Requirements 

Side Street Krome Avenue 

Intersection Eastbound Westbound Westbound Northbound Northbound Southbound 
l.eft·Tum Right· Tum Left-Tum Right· Tum Left-Tum Left-Tum 

Lane Lane Lane Lane Lane Lane 
Hainlin Mill Drive 

lOOft 75ft 75ft NIA 50ft 50ft (216'' Street) 
Quail Roost Drive 

100ft 175ft 75ft NIA 50ft 200ft (200" Street) 
Eureka Drive (184'' 

50ft 200ft 200ft 200ft 50ft 175ft Street) 

In preparing the conceptual designs, aerial photography and right-of-way info)Tilation 
provided by the FDOT was used. Conceptual cost estimates were based on previ&us cost 
estimates made by the FDOT on Krome A venue at the intersections of SW 256th Street, 
SW 192"d Street, SW 1681h Street, and SW 136th Street. 

2.1 Hainlin Mill Drive (SW 216th Street) 
Several alternative approach lane configurations were analyzed for Hainlin Mill Drive at 
the Krome Avenue intersection. The recommended configuration is shown in Figure 1. 
Both the east and west approaches of Hainlin Mill Drive have exclusive left-tum lanes 
that allow for overlapping left-tum movements. The provision of exclusive left-tum 
lanes will improve the capacity of the intersection and have a positive effect on safety 
conditions at the intersection. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Page2 
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Other features of the recommended design include: 

• Increasing the length of the existing left-turn lanes on Krome Avenue to meet the 
criteria described in FDOT Standard Index 301. 

• Providing a 12-foot shoulder on Krome Avenue (5-foot paved, 7-foot grass). 
• Providing an 8-foot shoulder on Hainlin Mill Drive (5-foot paved, 3-foot grass). 
• The use of 50-foot radius returns at the intersection. 
• Showing the impact of a 30-foot clear zone on Krome Avenue. The feasibility of 

purchasing right-of-way to maintain the clear zone will be decided during the design 
process. 

• Showing the impact of an 18-foot clear zone on Hainlin Mill Drive. The feasibility of 
purchasing right-of-way to maintain the clear zone will be decided during the design 
process. 

It is noted that the feasibility of using 11-fpot lanes and the option of providing offset 
left-turning movements on Krome Avenue were discussed during the concept evaluation 
process. It was determined that these issues would be further explored during the design 
process. 

The cost-estimate for the proposed improvement is approximately $734,000. Figure 2 
shows a summary of the items used in preparing the cost estimate. 

Recommendation: This project should proceed into the design phase. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Page3 
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Krome Avanue Phase IV Arlalysis 
Locatiorr. Krome Avenoo and Halnlln M1H Drive Intersection, Alternative 2 
Estimate by: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 
Date: 30-Jan-03 

ITEM NUMBER ITEM NAME UNIT QUANTITY UNIT PRICE 
130 3 2 BORROW CY 350 $ 6.12 
160 4 STAIBIL SY 6150 $ 2.00 
285 705 7 SHLDBASE SY 4100 $ 9.00 
265 713 32.7 WDBASE SY 2100 $ 23.00 
300 1 3TACK GA 4100 $ 1.45 
327 70 5 MILUNG SY <aoo s 2.50 
334 1 13 SURFACE TN 500 $ 75.00 
334 1 13 SHLO SUA TN 400 $ 75.00 
334 1 13 WOSUR TN 450 $ 75.00 
337 7 5 FC TN 1150 $ 72.00 
575 SOD SY 3700 $ 1.28 
110 1 CLEAR/GRUB AC 5 $ 20.000.00 

EX-ITEM SIGNING, STRIPING, RPMs 1 $ 11,000.00 
EX-ITEM WORK ZONE ITEMS 1 $ 51,000.00 
EX·ITEM SIGNAL MODIFICATION 

1 ' 
75,000.00 

EX-ITEM MOWING, SEED& MULCH 1 $ 2,500.00 

TOTAL OF GENERATED ITEM COSTS 
DRAINAGE COSTS 
TOTAL ROADWAY ITEMS ,~· 
TOTAL BRIDGE COSTS 
SUBTOTAL {PRIOR TO MOn 
MAINTENANCE OF TRAFFIC (15%) 
SUBTOTAL (PRIOR TO MOBILIZATION) 
MOBILIZATION (10%) 
TOTAL COST OF ESTIMATE 

NEEDED RIGHT-OF-WAY APPROXIMATION 

February 2003 

COST COMMENT 
$ 2,142.00 rewor!( shoulders and radius returns 
$ 12,300.00 
$ 36,900.00 
$ 48,300.00 
$ 5,945.00 
$ 12,000.00 
$ 37,500.00 
$ 30,000.00 
$ 33,750.00 
$ 82,800.00 
$ 4,736.00 
$ 100,000.00 (based on previous FOOT estimates) 
$ 11,000.00 (basad on previous FOOT estimates) 
$ 51,000.00 (based on previOus FOOT estimates) 
$ 75,000.00 (two signal poles Impacted) 
$ 2,500.00 (based on previow) FOOT estimates) 

$ 545,873.00 
$ 34,000.00 (based on previous FOOT estimates) 
$ 579,873.00 
$ 
$ 579,873.00 
$ 86,980.95 
$ 666,853.95 
$ 66,685.40 
$ 733,539.35 

36500SOFT 

It is noted that this estimate was prepared using assumptions and values consistent .,.,.;th previous cost estimates made by the FOOT on Krome 
Avenue. The methodo!oy used is based on the Long Range Estimate {LA E) soltware and a construction cost estimate. 
Unit costs are consistent .,.,.;th the previous costestimatas made on Krome Avenue (SW 256111 St, SW 192nd 51, SW 166th St, and SW 136th 51). 

Figure 2. Cost Estimate for Hainlin Mill Drive (SW 216'h Street) 
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2.2 Quail Roost Drive (SW 200th Street) 
The primary recommendations at the intersection of Krome Avenue and Quail Roost 

· Drive are the addition of an exclusive left-tum lane on the west approach and the addition 
of an exclusive right-tum lane on the east approach of Quail Roost Drive. The 
recommended configuration is shown in Figure 3. The provision of the exclusive left
tum lane and exclusive right-tum lane will improve the capacity of the intersection and 
have a positive effect on safety conditions at the intersection. 

Other features of the recommended design include: 

• Increasing the length of the existing left-tum lanes on Krome Avenue to meet the 
criteria described in FDOT Standard Index 301. This extension resulted in a 
significantly longer southbound left-tum lane that will be better able to accommodate 
current and future demand. 

• Providing a 12-foot shoulder on Krome A-venue (5-foot paved, 7-foot grass). 
• Providing an 8-foot shoulder on Quail Roost Drive (5-foot paved, 3-foot grass). 
• The use of 50-foot radius returns at the intersection. 
• Showing the impact of a 30-foot clear zone on Krome Avenue. The feasibility of 

purchasing right-of-way to maintain the clear zone will be decided during the design 
process. 

• Showing the impact of a 24-foot clear zone on Quail Roost Drive. The feasibility of 
purchasing right-of-way to maintain the clear zone will be decided during the design 
process. 

It is noted that the feasibility of using 11-foot lanes and the option of providing offset 
left-turning movements on Krome Avenue were discussed during the concept evaluation 
process. It was determined that these issues would be further explored during the design 
process. 

The cost-estimate for the proposed improvement is approximately $750,000. Figure 4 
shows a summary of the items used in preparing the cost estimate. 

Recommendation: This project should proceed into the design phase. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Page6 
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Kromo Avenue Phase IV Analysis 
location: Krome Avenue and Quail Roost Drive 
Estimata by: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 
Date; 30-Jan.03 

ITEM NUMBER ITEM NAME UNIT QUANTITY UNIT PRICE 
130 3 2BORROW CY 370 $ 6.12 
160 4 STAIBIL SY 6000 $ 2.00 
285 705 7 SHLD BASE SY 4500 $ 9.00 
285 713 327 WDBASE SY 1600 $ 23.00 
300 1 3TACK GA 4100 $ 1.45 
327 70 5 MILUNG SY 6200 $ 2.50 
334 1 13 SURFACE TN 650 $ 75.00 
334 1 13 SHLD SUR TN 450 $ 75.00 
334 1 13WOSUA TN 350 $ 75.00 
337 7 SFC TN 1300 $ 72.00 
575 sco SY 4500 $ 1.28 
110 1 CLEAR/GRUB AC 5 $ 20,000.00 

EX-ITEM SIGNING, STRIPING, APMs 1 $ 11,QO(J00 
EX·ITEM WORK ZONE ITEMS $ 51,000.00 
EX·ITEM SIGNAL MODIFICATION $ 75,000.00 
EX-ITEM MOWING, SEED& MULCH $ 2,500.00 

TOTAL OF GENERATED ITEM COSTS 
DRAINAGE COSTS 
TOTAL ROADWAY ITEMS 0 

TOTAL BRIDGE COSTS 
SUBTOTAL (PRIOR TO MOT) 
MAINTENANCE OF TRAFFIC {15%) 
SUBTOTAL {PRIOR TO MOBIUZATION) 
MOBIUZATION (10%) 
TOTAL COST OF ESTIMATE 

NEEDED RIGHT-OF-WAY APPROXIMATION 

February 2003 

COST COMMENT 
$ 2,264.40 rework shoulders and radius returns 
$ 12,000.00 
$ 40,500.00 
$ 36,800.00 
$ 5,945.00 
$ 15,500.00 
$ 48,750.00 
$ 33,750.00 
$ 26,250.00 
$ 93,600.00 
$ 5,760.00 
$ 100,000.00 (based on previous FOOT estimates) 
$ 11,000.00 (based on previous FOOT estimates) 
$ 51,000.00 {based on previous FOOT estimates) 
$ 75,000.00 (two signal poles Impacted) 
$ 2,500.00 {based on previous FOOT estimates) 

$558,119.40 
$ 34,000.00 (based on previous FOOT estimates) 
$592,119.40 
$ 
$592,119.40 
$ 86,817.91 
$ 660,937.31 
$ 66,093.73 
$ 749,031.04 

23400SO FT 

It is noted that this estimate was prepared using assumptions and values consistent with previous cost estimates made by the FOOT on Krome 
Avenue. The methodoloy used is based on the Long Range Estimate {LRE) software and a CQnstruction cost estimate. 
Unit costs are consistent with the previous costestimates made on Krome Avenue (SW 256th St, SW 192nd St, SW 166th St, and SW 136\h St). 

Figure 4. Quail Roost Drive (SW 2001h Street) Cost Estimate 
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2.3 Eureka Drive (SW 1841h Street) 
The primary recommendations at the intersection of Krome Avenue and Eureka Drive are 
the addition of an exclusive right-tum lane on the south approach of Krome Avenue 
(northbound traffic), the addition on an exclusive left-tum lane on the west approach and 
the addition of an exclusive left-tum lane on the east approach of Eureka Drive. The 
recommended configuration is shown in Figure 5. The provision of the exclusive right
tum lane on the south approach of Krome Avenue will increase the capacity of the· 
intersection. Adding left-tum lanes on Eureka Drive and realigning the intersection so 
that the left-tum movements overlap will improve the capacity and overall safety of the 
intersection. 

Other features of the recommended design include: 

• Increasing the length of the existing left-tum lanes on Krome Avenue to meet the 
criteria described in FDOT Standard 4ndex 301. This extension resulted in a 
significantly longer southbound left-tum lane that will be better able to accommodate 
current and future demand. 

• Providing a 12-foot shoulder on Krome Avenue (5-foot paved, 7-foot grass). 
• Providing an 8-foot shoulder on Eureka Drive (5-foot paved, 3-foot grass). 
• The use of 50-foot radius returns at the intersection. 
• Showing the impact of a 30-foot clear zone on Krome Avenue. The feasibility of 

purchasing right-of-way to maintain the clear zone will be decided during the design 
process. 

• Showing the impact of a 24-foot clear zone on Eureka Drive. The feasibility of 
purchasing right-of-way to maintain the clear zone will be decided during the design 
process. 

It is noted that the feasibility of using 11-foot lanes and the option of providing offset 
left-turning movements on Krome Avenue were discussed during the concept evaluation 
process. It was determined that these issues would be further explored during the design 
process. 

The cost-estimate for the proposed improvement is approximately $917,000. Figure 6 
shows a summary of the items used in prepllfing the cost estimate. 

Recommendation: This project should proceed into the design phase. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Page9 
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Kromo Avenue Phase IV Analysis 
Location: Krome Avenue and Euraka Drivo 
Estimate by. Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 
Date: 3Q.Jan-03 

ITEM NUMBER 
130 3 
16() 4 
285 705 
285 713 
300 1 
327 70 
334 
334 
334 1 
337 7 
575 
110 

EX-ITEM 
EX-ITEM 
EX-ITEM 
EX-ITEM 

ITEM NAME UNIT 
2 BORROW CY 

QUANTITY UNIT PRICE 
400 $ 6.12 

2.00 
9.00 

23.00 
1.45 
2.50 

75.00 
75.00 
75.00 
72.00 

1.28 

STAIBIL SY 
7 SHLO BASE SY 

327 WO BASE SY 
3 TACK GA 
5 MILLING SY 

13 SURFACE TN 
13SHLDSUR TN 
13 WOSUR TN 
5 FC TN 

SOD SY 
1 CLEARfGRUB AC 

SIGNING, STRIPING, APMs 
WORK ZONE ITEMS 
SIGNAL MODIFICATION 
MOWING, SEED& MULCH 

76()0 $ 
4300 $ 
3300 $ 
5100 $ 
5100 $ 
550 $ 
450 $ 
650 $ 

1350 $ 
4300 $ 

5 $ 
$ 

• • $ 

20,0(Xl00 
11,000.00 
51,000.00 

150,000.00 
2,500.00 

TOTAL OF GENERATED ITEM COSTS 
DRAINAGE COSTS 
TOTAL ROADWAY ITEMS 
TOTAl BRIDGE COSTS 
SUBTOTAL {PRIOR TO MOT) 
MAINTENANCE OF TRAFFIC (15%) 
SUBTOTAL (PRIOR TO MOBILIZATION) 
MOBILIZATION {10%) 
TOTAL COST OF ESTIMATE 

February 2003 

COST COMMENT 
$ 2,448.00 rework shoulders and radius returns 
$ 15.200.00 
$ 38,700.00 
$ 75,900.00 
$ 7,395.00 
$ 12,750.00 
$ 41,250.00 
$ 33,750.00 
$ 48,750.00 
$ 97,200.00 
$ 5,504.00 
$ 100,000.00 (based on previous FOOT estimates) 
$ 11,000.00 {based on previous FOOT estimates) 
$ 51,000.00 (based on previous FOOT estimates) 
$ 150,000.00 (foor signal poles impacted) 
$ 2,500.00 (based on previous FOOT estimates) 

$ 690,647.00 
$ 34,000.00 (based on previous FOOT estimates) 
$ 724,647.00 
$ 
$ 724,647.00 
$ 108,727.05 
$ 833,574.05 
$ 83,357.41 
$ 916,931.46 

NEEDED RIGHT·OF·WAY APPROXIMATION 46400 SOFT 

It is noted that this estimate was prepared using assumptions and values consistent with previous cost estimates made by the FOOT on Krome 
Avenue. The methodoloy used is based on the long Range Estimate (LRE) software and a construction cost estimate. 
Unit costs are consistent with the previous costestimates made on Krome Avenue (SW 256th St, SW 192nd St, SW 168th St, and SW 136th St). 

Figure 6. Eureka Drive (SW I 84th Street) Cost Estimate 
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2.4 Kendall Drive (SW 88th Street) 
Due to the significant impacts associated with many of the alternatives proposed at this 
intersection during previous stages of the overall Krome Avenue study, an analysis was 
conducted to determine the alternative that would improve the capacity of the intersection 
without requiring major changes to the existing cross section of Krome A venue. The 
results of this analysis are shown in Figure 7. As shown in the figure, alternative two 
consists of the conversion of the north approach (southbound traffic) from a right-tum 
lane, a through lane, and a left-tum lane to a shared through-right lane and two exclusive 
left-tum lanes. This provides the most effective increase in capacity while eliminating 
the need to widen Krome Avenue to a four-lane section through the intersection influence 
area. 

Figure 8 shows the proposed configuration of the intersection and Figure 9 shows the 
length of the impacted area along Krome A venue of the alternative (due to the need to 
transition the through-right lane and shadow the left-tum lanes). The estimated cost of 
the intersection improvement is approximately $1,011,000 (shown in Figure 10). Due to 
the potential impacts in the vicinity of the intersection (drainage canal, grade issues, 
wildlife), it was determined that this alternative should be further studied during a Project 
Development and Environment (PD&E) Study. It was also noted during the review 
process that the right-of-way boundaries being shown should be confirmed during the 
PD&E Study process. 

Recommendation: This project should be further studied during a PD&E Study. 
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Alternative # 
Added lanes or 

Configuration 
2010 2020 

Construction Needs /Impacts 
Improvements Critical v/c LOS Critical v/c LOS 

""'-!-\. "§" 

1 None ~ 1.14 D 1.2 F None -f 7 
")t~ 

Double SB left-turns. ~\.\. "§" 
Realign southbound lane configurations. Add 

2 
Merge southbound ~ 0.94 c 0.99 D 

double southbound left-turn lanes. Combine 
through- and right-turn -f 7 southbound through lane with right-turn lane 
lane. ")t~ and construct southbound departure lane. 

""'-!-\.\. "§" 

3 Double SB left-turns 
~ 

0.94 c 0.98 D'' 
Construct double southbound left turns. 

-f 7 Realign intersection. 

")t~ 

""'-!-\. "§" 

4 Double WB right-turns 
~ 

1.11 D 1.21 E 
Construct double westbound right turns. Add 

-f 7 northbound departure lane. 

")t~ 
I 

""'-!-\.\. "§" 
Construct double southbound left turns. 

I 

5 
Double SB left-turns. ~ 0.81 c 0.89 c Construct double westbound right turns. Add 
Double WB right-turns -f 7 northbound departure lane, realign 

")t~ 
intersection 

Figure 7. · Krome A venue/Kendall Drive Level of Service Summary 
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Krome Avenue Phase IV Analysis 
Location: Krome Avenue and Kanda!! Drive 
Estimate by: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 
Date; 30-Jan-03 

ITEM NUMBER ITEM NAME UNIT QUANTITY UNIT PRICE 
130 3 2 BORROW CY 450 $ 6.12 
160 4 STAIBIL SY 6250 $ 2.00 
285 705 7 SHLD BASE SY 5100 $ 9.00 
285 713 327 WOBASE SY 1150 $ 23.00 
300 1 3TACK GA 4200 $ 1.45 
327 70 5 M!UING SY 17300 $ 2.50 
334 1 13 SURFACE TN 1750 $ 75.00 
334 1 13 SHLDSUR TN 550 $ 75.00 
334 1 13WOSUR TN 250 $ 75.00 
337 7 5 FC TN 3000 $ 72.00 
575 1 SOD SY 7200 $ 1.26 
110 1 1 CLEAR/GRUB AC 5 $ 20,000.00 

EX-ITEM SIGNING, STRIPING, RPM$ 1 $ 11,000.00 
EX-ITEM WORK ZONE ITEMS 1 • 51,000.00 
EX-ITEM SIGNAL MODIFICATION 

1 ' 
50,000.00 

EX·ITEM MOWING, SEED& MULCH 
1 ' 

2,500.00 

TOTAL OF GENERATED ITEM COSTS 
DRAINAGE COSTS 
TOTAL ROADWAY ITEMS 
TOTALBRtOGECOSTS 
SUBTOTAL (PRIOR TO MOT) 
MAINTENANCE OF TRAFFIC (15%) 
SUBTOTAL (PRIOR TO MOBILIZATION) 
MOBILIZATION (10%) 
TOTAL COST OF ESTIMATE 

NEEDED RIGHT-OF-WAY APPROXIMATION 

February 2003 

COST COMMENT 
$ 2,754.00 teworX shoulders and radius retums 
$ 12,500.00 
$ 45,900.00 
$ 26,450.00 
$ 6,090.00 
$ 43,250.00 
$ 131,250.00 
$ 41,250.00 
$ 18,750.00 
$ 216,000.00 
$ 9,216.00 
$ 100,000.00 (based on previous FOOT estimates) 
$ 11,000.00 (based on previous FOOT estimates) 
$ 51,000.00 (basad on previous FOOT estimates) 
$ 50,000.00 (singal head and phasing modilicatlon) 
$ 2,500.00 {based on previous FOOT estimates) 

' 765,410.00 

' 34,000.00 (based on previous FOOT estimates) 

• 799,410.00 
$ 

' 799,410.00 

' 119,911.50 

' 919,321.50 
$ 91,932.15 
$1,011,253.65 

3100SQFT 

It is noted that this estimate was prepared using assumptions and values consistent 'Nith previous cost estimates made by the FOOT on Krome 
Avenue. The methodoloy used is based on the long Range Estimate (lRE) software and a construction cost estimate. 
Unit costs are consistent 'Nith the previouscostestimates made on Krome Avenue (SW 256\h St, SW 192nd St, SW 168th St, and SW 138th St). 

Figure 10. Kendall Drive (SW 88m Street) Cost Estimate 
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2.5 Okeechobee Road (US 27) 
A signal warrant analysis at the Krome Avenue/Okeechobee Road intersection was 
conducted for this study and is presented in Section 3.4 of this report. Due to the 
significant geometric and driver related issues associated with the Krome 
A venue/Okeechobee Road intersection, this analysis considered a series of short-term 
alternatives that improve the visibility of the intersection and midterm alternatives that 
alert drivers to the presence of the intersection through the use of physical and visual 
queues. The recommended short-term alternatives are shown in Figure 11 and the 
recommended medium-term alternatives are shown in Figure 12. The remainder of this 
section describes the assumptions used in determining the placement of recommended 
treatments. 

2.5.1 Short Term Alternatives 

The purpose of the following treatments cis to improve the visibility of the existing 
intersection. Treatments include: 

• Flashing signage warning of approaching intersection 
1. Detector based (activated by passing motorists at a distance upstream of 

the intersection) 
2. Solar powered for independent operation. 

• Striping 
1. Verify that existing striping is suitable and in adequate repair. Consider 

raised pavement markers. 

Flashing Warning Signs 
For sign placement, assume a travel speed of 60 mph (conservative for speeding or 
wandering attention) along US 27. This gives a deceleration-to-stop distance of 530 feet. 
Therefore, signs should be placed a minimum of 530 feet in advance of the intersection. 
If the distance of 530 feet is located in a turn lane or taper, the sign may be moved further 
upstream. Each sign will cost approximately $5000 (including installation). This 
relatively high cost is due to the solar power source being included. 

From the North on US 27 . 
The distance at which to locate the flashing warning sign is measured from the 
intersection of Krome Avenue (the left turn lane) from the south on US 27 with the 
southbound through lane of US 27. A distance of 530 feet back from this point is in the 
right turn lane taper on US 27 and also within the influence area of the T-intersection 
upstream of the Krome Avenue intersection. Therefore, the flashing sign should be 
located 1,200 feet north of the intersection of the left-tum roadway into Krome Avenue 
and the southbound lanes of US 27. 

From the South on US 27 
Again, the 530 feet is located in the turn lane taper from US 27 (the left-tum lane to 
Krome Avenue). Therefore, the sign should be located in the nearest typical section 
approximately 800 feet from the Krome Avenue intersection. 
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On Krome Avenue 
A distance of 530 feet from the intersection of the left-turning roadway of Krome Avenue 
and US 27 will be on a curved section of roadway. To ensure an undistracted viewpoint, 
the sign should be located 750 feet south west of the intersection. 

Loop Detectors 
Assuming 3 seconds between the activation of the sign and the perception of the sign by 
the driver. The travel speed of 60 mph is equivalent to 88 feet/second and so the distance 
required to perceive the sign is approximately 300 feet. Therefore, the loop detector 
should be set 300 feet upstream of the warning sign it will trigger on all three legs of the 
intersection. Each loop detector will cost approximately $3000. 

Striping 
The necessity of enhanced striping will depend on the actual site conditions, especially at 
night. If the existing striping is not high1y reflective, conventional high reflectivity 
striping may suffice to treat the problem. Consideration should also be given to using 
raised pavement markers through the intersection area. US 27 has priority for enhanced 
striping since that road has a straight, high-speed alignment compared to the !
intersection encountered by Krome A venue. 

From the South on US 27 
The enhanced striping should commence at the same location as the proposed loop 
detector for the flashing warning signs and should continue through to the northern side 
of the minor road !-junction 

From the North on US 27 
The enhanced striping should again commence at the loop detector but should continue to 
the end of the additional lane to the south. (Note - The exact distance to the end of that 
lane is not known from the aerial available). 

2.5.2 Medium-term Alternatives 

Lighting 
Lighting would be placed on all roadway approaches. Full illuminatiori should 
commence at the flashing intersection warning signs with appropriate advance 
illumination to provide lighting transition. A detailed lighting analysis should be 
performed to determine the luminaries and spacing needs for this alternative. Costs could 
not be determined due to the uncertain requirements of the site. 

Rumble Strips 
Rumble strips should be placed in sets comprised of at least 5 individual strips to 
differentiate them from isolated imperfections in the road surface. These sets should be 
placed on all approaches at the loop detectors for the warning signs and 300 feet 
(approximately 3 seconds traveling time at 60 mph) upstream of these loop detectors. 
The cost of the rumble strips is approximately $1000 per strip ($5000+ per set) 
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Cross-sectional Treatments 
Visual Gateway 

February 2003 

The visual gateway treatment comprising landscaping and signage should be located at 
the edge of "clear zone" of the roadway without intruding into it. This treatment is most 
useful for signaling the end of a lengthy stretch of rural roadway conditions on a through 
road. As such, this treatment is recommended only for the southbound carriageway on 
US 27. Therefore, a visual gateway should be placed at the location of the first rumble 
strip on the northern approach (300 feet upstream of loop detectors) to the intersection. 
The cost of the gateway treatment will be approximately $5000 (it is noted that the cost 
of a gateway treatment is very dependent on the materials used and vegetation planted). 

Visual Funnel 
The visual funnel effect created by the introduction of curbing is appropriate for both US 
27 and Krome Avenue, although priority should be given to US 27. To achieve the 
desired visual funnel effect, the curbing is required on both sides of the roadway. For all 
approaches, the curbing should commence at the upstream set of rumble strips. At the 
upstream end the curbing should be flared from the edge of the clear zone to the edge of 
the shoulder. Over the remainder of the curb length the alignment will abut the shoulder 
lane. 

Recommendation: The maintenance department and the traffic operations division 
should study the need for and feasibility of the short-term and medium-term alternatives. 
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3.0 SIGNAL WARRANT ANALYSIS 

Based on the recommendations made in the Krome A venue Phase 2 and 3 reports, signal 
warrant analyses were conducted at the following intersections: 

• Epmore Drive (SW 272"d Street); 
• Grossman Farm Road (SW 192"d Street); 
• Howard Road (SW 1361

h Street); and 
• Okeechobee Road (US 27). 

The signal warrant methodology as outlined in the year 2000 Manual of Uniform Traffic 
Control Devices (MUTCD) was used for the signal warrant analysis. The methodology is 
a guideline to assist traffic engineers in f~etermining when a traffic signal should be 
installed or removed. The warrant analyses considered traffic volumes and crash 
experience at the study intersections that were based on conditions found during an 
average day. It is noted that the FDOT Manual on Uniform Traffic Studies (MUTS) was 
also used to provide guidance in conducting this study. 

Table 2 provides a summary of the results of the applicable signal warrants that were 
analyzed at the study intersections. For the purpose of this study, Krome Avenue was 
considered the major road except at its intersection with Okeechobee Road, where 
Okeechobee Road was considered the major road. 

As shown in Table 2, the four-hour warrant was met for all of the intersections, whereas 
the eight-hour warrant was only met for the Krome Avenue/ Okeechobee Road 
intersection. None of the intersections met the warrant for a signal based on crash 
experience. Appendix A contains the signal warrant analysis worksheets and crash 
diagrams for each of the study intersections. 

Table 2. Signal Warrant Analysis Summary 

Warrant Epmore Grossman Howard Okeechobee 

# Description Drivel Farm Road/ Drivel Road/ 
SW272"' SW 192"• sw 136m US27 

I 8-Hour Vehicular Volume No* No* No* Yes* 
2 4:Hour Vehicular Volume Yes Yes Yes Yes 

7 Crash Experience No No No No 

Overall 
Recommendation for 

No No No No 
a traffic signal . . . . 

*Condtt!On A was analyzed for 100%, 80%, and 70% condttions . 
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The following is a summary of the potential signal warrants and their applicability to the 
Krome A venue Corridor: 

Warrant 1, Eight-Hour Vehicular Volume: 

Warrant 1 requires that a certain level of traffic be maintained on the major and minor 
street for each of any 8 hours of an average day. The major street and minor-street 
volumes shall be the same 8 hours for each condition. The two conditions relevant to this 
study is as follows: 

• Condition A is intended for application where a large volume of intersecting traffic is 
the principle reason to consider installing a traffic control signal. 

• Condition B is intended for application where the traffic volume on the major street is 
so heavy that traffic on the minor street suffers excessive delay or conflict in entering 
the major stream. ·• 

Warrant 2, Four-Hour Vehicular Volume: 

Warrant 2 requires that a certain level of traffic be maintained on the major and minor 
street for each of any 4 hours of an average day. Warrant 2 states that 80 vehicles per 
hour (vph) apply as the lower threshold volume for a minor street approach. 

Warrant 3, Peak Hour: 

Warrant 3 is intended for use at a location where traffic conditions are such that for a 
minimum of one hour of an average day, the minor-street traffic suffers undue delay 
when entering or crossing the major street. The MUTCD states, "this signal warrant 
shall be applied only in unusual cases. Such cases include, but are not limited to, office 
complexes, manufacturing plants, industrial complexes, or high-occupancy vehicle 
facilities that attract or discharge large numbers of vehicles over a short time." Warrant 
3 is not applicable to the study intersections along Krome A venue. 

Warrant 4, Pedestrian Volume: 

This warrant is intended for application where the traffic volume on a major street is so 
heavy that pedestrians experience excessive delay in crossing the major street. Warrant 4 
is not applicable to the study intersections' along Krome A venue. 

Warrant 5, School Warrant: 

This warrant is intended for application where the fact that school children cross the 
major street is the principal reason to consider installing a traffic control signal. Warrant 
5 is not applicable to the study intersections along Krome Avenue. 

Warrant 6, Coordinated Signal System: 

Progressive movement in a coordinated system sometimes necessitates installing traffic 
control signals at intersections where they would not otherwise be needed in order to 
maintain proper platooning of vehicles. Warrant 6 is not applicable to the study 
intersections along Krome Avenue. 
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Warrant 7, Crash Experience: 

The Crash Experience conditions are intended for application where the severity and 
frequency of crashes are the principal reasons to consider installing a traffic control 
signal. Criteria for this warrant include the types of crashes (five crashes within 12 
months) susceptible to correction by a traffic signal. 

Warrant 8, Roadway Network: 

Installing a traffic control signal at some intersections might be justified to encourage 
concentration and organization of traffic flow on a roadway network. Warrant 8 is not 
applicable to the study intersections along Krome Avenue. 

3.1 Epmore Drive (SW 272nd Street) Analysis 

3.1.1 Eight-Hour Vehicular Volume 

As shown in Appendix A, the intersection of Krome Avenue and Epmore Drive does not 
meet the warrant for a signal based on the eight-hour vehicular volume. This is based on 
the warrant analysis conducted for Condition A. Condition B was not analyzed because 
the delay suffered by the minor street approaches was not considered significant. This 
finding was based on field reviews as well as peak hour level of service analyses 
conducted at the intersection. 

3.1.2 Four-Hour Vehicular Volume 

The warrant based on the four-hour vehicular volume is met for a total of four hours 
during the day. The worksheet for the four-hour vehicular volume warrant is summarized 
in Appendix A. 

3.1.3 Crash Experience 

As indicated in Table 3, the intersection of Krome Avenue and Epmore Drive did not 
experience five or more crashes susceptible to correction by a traffic signal within a 12-
month period. Crashes susceptible to correction by a traffic signal typically include angle 
and left-tum crashes. Appendix A contains a detailed crash diagram for the Krome 
Avenue and Epmore Drive intersection. 

Table 3: Crash Summary for Krome A venue and Epmore Drive .·. 

Crash Type Analysis Year 
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 

Rear End 3 
Angle I 2 2 3 3 

Left Tun I 
Sideswipe I I 

Others I I 

Tota 2 2 6 5 4 

3.1.4 Signal Warrant Conclusion 

A signal is not recommended at the intersection of Krome Avenue and Epmore Drive. 
This conclusion was based on the fact that signal warrants were not met for the eight
hour and crash experience analyses. 
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3.2 Grossman Farm Road (SW 192nd Street) Analysis 

3.2.1 Eight-Hour Vehicular Volume 

February 2003 

As shown in Appendix A, the intersection of Krome Avenue and Grossman Farm Road 
does not meet the warrant for a signal based on the eight-hour vehicular volumes. This is 
based on the warrant analysis conducted for Condition A. Condition B was not analyzed 
because the delay suffered by the minor street approaches was not considered significant. 
This finding was based on field reviews as well as peak hour level of service analyses 
conducted at the intersection. 

3.2.2 Four-Hour Vehicular Volume 

The warrant based on the four-hour vehicular volumes is met for a total of thirteen hours 
during the day. The worksheet for the four-hour vehicular volume warrant is summarized 
in Appendix A. 

3.2.3 Crash Experience 

As indicated in Table 4, the intersection of Krome Avenue and Grossman Farm Road 
did not experience five or more crashes susceptible to correction by a traffic signal within 
a 12-month period. Crashes susceptible to correction by a traffic signal typically include 
angle and left-tum crashes. Appendix A contains a detailed crash diagram for the Krome 
A venue and Grossman Farm Road intersection. 

Table 4: Crash Summary for Krome A venue and Grossman Farm Road 

Crash Type Analysis Year 
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 

Rear End 1 1 1 
Angle 1 1 2 

Left Tum 1 1 
Right Tum 1 
Sideswipe 1 1 

Others 1 1 2 

Tota 2 3 3 3 5 

3.2.4 Signal Warrant Conclusion 

A signal is not recommended at the intersection of Krome A venue and Grossman Farm 
Road. This conclusion was principally based on the fact that the signal warrants were not 
met for the eight-hour and crash experience analyses. 
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3.3 Howard Road (SW 136th Street) Analysis 

3.3.1 Eight-Hour Vehicular Volume 

February 2003 

As shown in Appendix A, the intersection of Krome A venue and Howard Road does not 
meet the warrant for a signal based on the eight-hour vehicular volumes. This is based on 
the warrant analysis conducted for Condition A. Condition B was not analyzed because 
the delay suffered by the minor street approaches was not considered significant. This 
finding was based on field reviews as well as peak hour level of service analyses 
conducted at the intersection. 

3.3.2 Four-Hour Vehicular Volume 

The warrant based on the four-hour vehicular volumes is met for a total of thirteen hours 
during the day. The worksheet for the four-hour vehicular volume warrant is summarized 
in Appendix A. 

3.3.3 Crash Experience 

As indicated in Table 5, the intersection of Krome Avenue and Howard Road did not 
experience five or more crashes susceptible to correction by a traffic signal within a 12-
month period. Crashes susceptible to correction by a traffic signal typically include angle 
and left-tum crashes. Appendix A contains a detailed crash diagram for the Krome 
Avenue and Howard Road intersection. 

Table 5: Crash Summary for Krome Avenue and Howard Road 

Crash Type Analysis Year 
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 

Rear End 2 
Angle 1 2 1 1 

Left Tum 1 1 
Sideswipe I 

Others 1 1 1 

Tota 5 3 1 1 3 

3.3.4 Signal Warrant Conclusion 

A signal is not recommended at the intersection of Krome A venue and Howard Road. 
This conclusion was principally based on the fact that the signal warrants were not met 
for the eight-hour and crash experience analyses. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Page26 



SR 997/Krome Avenue Phase 4 Analysis 

3.4 Okeechobee Road (US 27) Analysis 

3.4.1 Eight-Hour Vehicular Volume 

February 2003 

For the analysis of Krome Avenue and Okeechobee Road, the vehicles performing a right 
tum from Krome A venue to go east on Okeechobee Road as well as the vehicles making 
a right tum from Okeechobee Road to travel south on Krome A venue were removed from 
the analysis. This is based on the geometric layout of the intersection that contains 
separate right-tum lanes at the intersection. As shown in Appendix A, the intersection of 
Krome A venue and Okeechobee Road I US 27 meets the warrant for a signal based on 
the eight-hour vehicular volumes. 

3.4.2 Four-Hour Vehicular Volume 

The warrant based on the four-hour vehicular volumes is also met for a total of fifteen 
hours during the day. 

3.4.3 Crash Experience 

As indicated in Table 6, the intersection of Krome Avenue and Okeechobee Road did not 
experience five or more crashes susceptible to correction by a traffic signal within a 12-
month period. Crashes susceptible to correction by a traffic signal typically include angle 
and left -tum crashes. Appendix A contains a detailed crash diagram for the Krome 
Avenue and Okeechobee Road intersection. 

Table 6: Crash Summary for Krome A venue and Okeechobee Road 

Crash Type Analvsis Year 
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 

Rear Enc 1 2 1 3 1 
AngJ( 3 1 1 2 

Left Turr 1 
SideswiJX 1 

Others 4 

Tota 1 5 2 4 9 

3.4.4 Signal Warrant Conclusion 

A signal is not recommended at the intersection of Krome Avenue and Okeechobee 
Road. The following is a list of rationale for justifying the recommendation not to install 
a traffic signal: 

• The crash warrant is not met. A signal at Krome Avenue and Okeechobee Road 
may increase the number of crashes; 

• Unusual geometric layout of the intersection; 
• Rural environment of the intersection; 
• High speeds along Okeechobee Road; 
• Driver expectancy along Okeechobee Road; and 
• Infrequent presence of signals along Okeechobee Road 
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Appendix A 
Signal Warrant Analysis Worksheets 
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9:00PM 

!O:OOPM 

11:00 PM 

Eod 

1:00AM 

2:00AM 

3:00AM 

4:00AM 

5:00AM 

6:00AM 

7:00AM 

6:00AM 

9:00AM 

10:00 AM 

11:00 AM 

!2:00PM 

1:00PM 

2:00PM 

3:00PM 

4:00PM 

5:00PM 

6:00PM 

7:00PM 

6:00PM 

9:00PM 

!O:OOPM 

!1:00PM 

12:00 AM 

N8 

26 

7 

27 

14 

47 

148 

665 

658 

460 

386 

390 

446 

499 

476 

554 

509 

550 

491 

382 

238 

216 

158 

109 

64 

58 

40 

30 

18 

30 

47 

85 

236 

608 

559 

439 

381 

524 

486 

511 

470 

570 

716 

798 

587 

285 

248 

143 

121 

81 

Warrant Summary(PJUNT) 

Minor Strut 

E8 

0 

I 

7 

19 

47 

45 

21 

30 

24 

29 

37 

32 

44 

34 

72 

43 

15 

16 

II 

10 

I 

W8 

3 

3 

3 

4 

5 

9 

55 

92 

60 

42 

41 

47 

47 

5I 

95 

92 

82 

72 

59 

26 

30 

27 

15 

17 

·MillOf'Strut 

EB 

0 

I 

7 

19 

47 

45 

21 

30 

24 

29 

37 

32 

44 

34 

72 

43 

15 

16 

II 

10 

W8 

3 

4 

5 

9 

55 

92 

60 ., 
41 

47 

47 

5I 

95 

92 

82 

72 

59 

26 

30 

27 

15 

17 
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Warrant #2~ Four Hour Volume 

Begin 

!2:00AM 

1:00AM 

2:00AM 

3:00AM 

4:00AM 

5:00AM 

6:00AM 

7:00AM 

6:00AM 

9:00AM 

10:00 AM 

11:00 AM 

!2:00PM 

1:00PM 

2:00PM 

3:00PM 

4:00PM 

5:00PM 

6:00PM 

7:00PM 

6:00PM 

9:00PM 

10:00 PM 

1MOPM 

Eod 

1:00AM 

2:00AM 

3:00AM 

4:00AM 

5:00AM 

6:00AM 

7:00AM 

6:00AM 

9:00AM 

10:00 AM 

!1:00AM 

!2:00PM 

1:00PM 

2:00PM 

3:00PM 

4:00PM 

5:00PM 

6:00PM 

7:00PM 

8:00PM 

9:00PM 

!O:OOPM 

U:OOPM 

12:00 AM 

Traffic Volumes 
Major Street 

NB SB 

26 40 

7 30 

27 18 

14 30 

47 47 

146 85 

665 236 

658 

460 

388 

390 

446 

499 

476 

554 

509 

550 

491 

382 

238 

2!6 

158 

109 

64 

608 

559 

439 

381 

524 

486 

51! 

470 

570 

716 

798 

587 

285 

248 

143 

121 

81 

Minor Street 

EB WB 

2 3 

3 3 

0 3 

2 4 

5 

7 9 

19 55 

47 

45 

21 

30 

24 

29 

37 

32 

44 

34 

72 

43 

15 

16 

II 

10 

92 

60 

42 

41 

47 

47 

51 

.>:95 

92 

82 

72 

59 

26 

30 

27 

15 

17 

Nomber of lanes for moving traffic on each approoch (Major Street) 

Number of lanes for moving traffic an each approoch (Minor Street) 

Warrant Factor 

Row Index for VLOOKUP 

lookup Table 
I""ex Major Street Minor Street Break Point x' 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

2 or more 

2 or more 

2 or more 

2 or more 

2 or more 

2 or more 

2 or more 

2 or more 

1110 

1310 

1280 

1110 

790 

930 

860 

790 

0.00027 

0.00023 

0.00031 

0.00023 

0.00044 

0.00037 

0.00049 

0.00037 

X 

0.73003 

0.73144 

0.97Bn 

0.73144 

,0.76930 

0.76954 

1.03083 

0.76954 

Is Warrant #2 met based on the 
applicable warrant factor? 

' 
557.978 

643.445 

658.973 

643.445 

396.803 

457.134 

614.734 

457.134 

Combined 
Major Street 

66 

37 

45 
44 

94 

233 

901 

1266 

1019 

827 

771 

970 

985 

987 

1024 

1079 

1266 

1289 

969 

523 

464 

301 

230 

145 

alt 

80 

80 

115 

115 

60 

60 

80 

80 

Yes 

Calculations 
Higher Minor 

Street 

3 

3 

3 

4 

5 

9 

55 

92 

60 

42 

41 

47 

47 

51 

95 

92 

82 

72 

59 

26 

30 

27 

15 

17 

Thrc.shold 

348 

369 

363 

364 
328 

241 

60 

60 

60 

60 

65 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

115 

135 

205 

243 

295 

Is Threshold 
Met? 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

5 



COLLISION DIAGRAM 

INTERSECTION Krome Avenue & Epmore Drive 

PERIOD 1995-1999 FROM 1 Jan 1995 TO 31 Dec 1999 

CITY Miami-Dade PREPARED BY Thuha Ngu~:..en DATE 01128103 

(~ 0 .. 
(~ NORTH 

.!!i' ~ ~ 
(NOTro SCALEJ 

~ ~ ~ 
~) .... .... ... 

i ~ 5; 
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0 * 1 Ct8Sh h .. inadequahl infonnalion 

~ for lnc/11$/on In Ct8Sh diagram 

NUMBER OF CRASHES SYMBOLS I TYPE OF COWS/ONS SHOW FOR EACH CRASH 

..,.__ &IOVWG va«:.u: -+- REAR END 

6 PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY --- BAC10NG VEHICLE -- HEAD ON 1 nllfEDAYDA1C 

13 ·- """""""""""' ::rc- ..,....,.,. 
INJURY CRASHES 2 WEATHER AND ROAD 

)t<t- - -- • PEDES'IRJAN .::r O-ED SURFACE ·IF UNUSUAL 

0 FATAL CRASHES 
~ PARKED VEHIClE LEFTTIJIW CONDJnONS EXISTED 

0 FO<ED OIJJECr r 11r 7\. B.IC't'Ct.EAIOTORC'I'Ct.E 
RIGHTANGU! 

TOTAL CRASHES 
Iii NUIMJER OF INJURIES FIGURE: XX li 



SR 997/Krome Avenue Phase 4 Analysis February 2003 

Krome Avenue & 
Grossman Farm Road (SW 192nd Street) 



ProJect#: 

Project Nalne: 

Analyst: 

bate: 

KITTElSON & ASSOCIATES, INC. 

HOE Broword Blvd, Suit~ 2410 

ft Lauderdale, Fl, 33301 

Td: (954) 7351245 

Fax: (954) 735 9025 

4533/7 

Krome Avenue Phos~ IV 

Marais Lombard 

2/1112003 

File: H:\PROJfiLE\4533\ Task 7 ·Krome Phase 4\ To$1<1-Sigrol W<~rront 
lloofysis\Sigool W<ll't'(lllts\(How<ll'd_15th}W<~~'I'Clllt Summ<~ry 

Intersection: 

Seenarlo: 

W<IITOnt 

#I 

#2 

#3 

#4 

#5 

#6 

#7 

#8 

Grossm<Jn fcrm Rood {SW 192nd St) 

Existing· Jonuary 15,2003 

Warrant SUmmary 

"""'' Eight-HaUl" Vehkuklr Volum~ 

Four-Hour Vehi,uklr volum~ 

Prok Hour 

Pedestrion Volume 

&hool Crossing 

CoordifiO.ted Sigoo! System 

Crosh Ell'perienc~ 

Roodway Network 

Input Parameters 
Volume Adjustment foetor= 

North-South Approach = 
East-West Approach = 
Mojor Street Thru Lanes = 
MinO!' Street Thru Lanes= 

Speed > 40 mph? 

Population< 10,000? 

W<~rrant Foetor 

Peok HI)Ur Of' Daily Count? 

lloofyzed? 

y., 

y,. 

No 
No 
No 
No 
y,. 

No 

1.0 

Major 

Minor 

y,. 

y~ 

70"1. 

Doily 

Met? 

No 
y., 

No 

Hoo• 

Begin End 

12:00 AM 1:00AM 

1:00 AM 2:00AM 

2:00AM 

3:00AM 

4:00AM 

5:00AM 

6:00 liM 

7:00AM 

8:00AM 

9:00AM 

10:00 AM 

II:OOIIM 

!2:00PM 

1:00PM 

2:00PM 

3:00PM 

4:00PM 

5:00PM 

6:00PM 

7:00PM 

8:00PM 

9:00PM 

!O:OOPM 

11:00 PM 

3:00AM 

4:00AM 

5:00AM 

6:00AM 

7:00AM 

8:00AM 

9:00AM 

!O:OOAM 

U:OOIIM 

!2:00PM 

t:OOPM 

2:00PM 

3:00PM 

4:00PM 

5:00PM 

6:00PM 

7:00PM 

8:00PM 

9:00PM 

10:00 PM 

H:OOPM 

!2:00AM 

Raw Traffic Volumes 
Mlljor Str«t 

NB 58 

38 68 

17 

" 33 

71 

m 
690 

665 

656 

536 

573 

570 

596 

'" 607 

6Zl 

665 

750 

537 

305 

246 

203 

135 

71 

., 
45 

30 

5I 

103 

366 

775 

698 

586 

543 

640 

"' 643 

!560 

747 

815 

859 

610 

392 

303 

257 

214 

'" 

Hour 

Analysis Traffic Volumes 
Mojor Strut 

Begin 

!2:00AM 

t:OOIIM 

2:00AM 

3:00AM 

4:00AM 

5:00AM 

6:00AM 

7:00AM 

8:00AM 

9:00AM 

10:00 AM 

11:00 liM 

!2:00PM 

1:00PM 

2:00PM 

3:00PM 

4:00PM 

5:00PM 

6:00PM 

7:00PM 

8:00PM 

9:00PM 

!O:OOPM 

11:00 PM 

Eod 

t:OOAM 

z:OOIIM 

J:OOIIM 

4:00AM 

5:00AM 

6:00AM 

7:00AM 

8:00AM 

9:00AM 

10:00/IM 

11:00 liM 

!2:00PM 

t:OOPM 

2:00PM 

3:00PM 

4:00PM 

5:00PM 

6:00PM 

7:00PM 

8:00PM 

9:00PM 

10:00 PM 

U:OOPM 

!2:00AM 

NS 

38 

17 

" 
33 

71 

Z37 

690 

665 

656 

536 

573 

570 

596 

'" 607 

621 

665 

750 

537 

305 , .. 
203 

135 

71 

58 

" 
45 

45 

30 

5I 

103 

368 

775 

698 

586 

543 

640 

"' 643 

560 

747 

815 

859 

610 

"' 303 

257 

214 

162 

Worro:nt Sumtncu')' (PRINr) 

Minor Street 

E8 

6 

5 

4 

• 
9 

32 

81 

125 

102 

97 

87 

109 

114 

101 

81 

'" 
63 

116 

106 

57 

45 

32 

" 
13 

WB 

0 

0 

0 

3 

• 
7 

14 

19 

12 

14 

19 

12 

7 

II 

13 

17 

17 

7 

7 

6 

14 

2 

5 

Minor Strut 

ES 

5 

' 
9 

" 81 

JZS 

102 

97_ 

87 

109 

'" 
101 

81 

'" 
83 

ll6 

106 

57 

45 

" 
" 
13 

WB 

2 

0 

0 

0 

3 

4 

7 

14 

19 

12 

14 

19 

12 

7 

II 

13 

17 

17 

7 

7 

6 

14 

5 



Warrant #2~ Four Hour Volume 

Begin 

12:00 AM 

1:00AM 

2:00AM 

3:00AM 

4:00AM 

5:00AM 

6:00AM 

7:00AM 

8:00AM 

9:00AM 

10:00 AM 

11:00 AM 

12:00 PM 

1:00PM 

2:00PM 

3:00PM 

4:00PM 

5:00PM 

6:00PM 

7:00PM 

8:00PM 

9:00PM 

10:00 PM 

11;00 PM 

EM 

1:00AM 

2:00AM 

3:00AM 

4:00AM 

5:00AM 

6:00AM 

7:00AM 

8:00AM 

9:00AM 

10:00 AM 

11:00 AM 

12:00 PM 

1:00PM 

2:00PM 

3:00PM 

4:00PM 

5:00PM 

6:00PM 

7:00PM 

8:00PM 

9:00PM 

10:00 PM 

ll:OOPM 

12:00 AM 

Traffic Volumes 
Major Street 

NB SB 

38 68 

17 45 

27 45 

33 30 

71 51 

237 103 

690 368 

665 775 

656 698 

536 586 

573 543 

570 640 

596 623 

511 643 

607 560 

621 747 

665 

750 

537 

305 

246 

203 

135 

71 

615 

659 

610 

392 

303 

257 

214 

162 

Minor Street 

EB WB 

6 2 

5 0 

4 0 

4 0 

9 3 

32 4 

61 7 

125 14 

102 19 

97 12 

87 14 

109 19 

U4 12 

101 7 

81 ' 11 

121 13 

63 

116 

106 

57 

45 

32 

22 

13 

17 

17 

7 

7 

6 

14 

2 

5 

Number of fat1es for moving traffic on each approach (Major Street) 

Number of lanes for moving traffic on each approach (Minor Street) 

Warrant factor 

1 

701 .. 

5 Row Index for VLOOKUP 

IMex 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

6 

Major Street Minor Street 

2 or more 

2 or more 

2 or more 

2 or more 

2 or more 

2 or more 

2 or more 

2 or more 

Lookup Table 
Break Point 

1110 

1310 

1280 

1110 

790 

930 

660 

790 

x' 
0.00027 

0.00023 

0.00031 

0.00023 

0.00044 

0.00037 

0.00049 

0.00037 

X 

0.73003 

0.73144 

0.97877 

0.73144 

'0.76930 

0.76954 

1.03083 

0.76954 

Is Warrant #2 met based on the 
applicable warrant factor? 

' 
557.978 

643.445 

858.973 

643.445 

396.803 

457.134 

614.734 

457.134 

Combined 

Major Street 

106 

62 

72 
63 

122 

340 

1058 

1440 

1354 

1122 

1116 

1210 

1219 

1154 

1167 

1368 

1480 

1609 

1147 

697 

549 

460 

349 

233 

olt 

60 

60 

115 

115 

60 

60 

60 

60 

Yes 

Calculations 
Higher Minor 

Street 

6 

5 

4 

4 

9 

32 

61 

125 

102 

97 

67 

109 

114 

101 

61 

121 

63 

116 

106 

57 

45 

32 

22 

13 

Threshold 

320 

351 

344 

350 

309 

166 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

74 

107 

136 

162 

241 

Is Threshold 

Met? 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yos 

y., 

y., 
y., 

Yos 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
y., 

y., 

y., 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

13 



81!9in 

!2:00AM 

1:00AM 

2:00AM 

3:00AM 

-4:00AM 

~:OOAM 

9:00PM 

!O:OOPM 

- "" 1:00AM 

2:00AM 

3:00AM 

.o4:00AM 

!5:00AM 

6:00AM 

!O:OOPM 

!1:00PM 

Traffic Volumes 
Ma.~Strut 

NB sa 
38 68 

17 -4!5 

21 
33 

11 

"' 

203 

135 

., 
" 
" 
"' 

"' 21< 

Number of lclr.e.s fOf' moving traffit on aach II!'J'I'oe>c:k {Mojo~' Strut) 

~of Iones fOf' movin9 traffic on eoekdppi'OCC:k {Minor Strut) 

Warrant Fa<'1'..,. 

Row Index f..,. vt.OOKU!' 

Mii\O!"Strut 

ea wa 

• • 
' 
" 

" " 

' 
0 

0 

0 

• 

,. 
2 

"" 
Lookup Table 

..... '""' """""""' ~ 
2~-

2~- '~
,~-

c..Mitlon A • .Minllnul!l Vlllllc::llkr Volu!ne 

Combilled Mop Stt-ut - ... "" """ 600 

600 

""" 

... ... ... ... 
'"' <20 

.,. 
'"' 

Warrant# 1· Eight Hour Volume 

CombiMd 

McjorStrut 

Higher Mir.or Stt-ut 

"" 62 

72 

" 122 

3<0 

1008 

1440 

"" 1122 

1116 

1210 

1219 

"" 1167 

1368 

1<00 

1609 

1147 

691 

"' 460 

"'' 

""" ... "" 1!10 

1!10 
200 

200 

120 

120 

160 

160 

100 
100 

1<0 

1<0 

Higher NJn«' 

Strut 

" 81 

125 

102 

" 
87 

"" 11< 
101 

81 

121 

" 116 

106 

" ., 
" 22 

Ma.Jor'PI<IS 
Mir.or 

112 

67 

76 

67 

131 

m 
ll39 

"" !<56 

1219 

1203 

1319 

1333 

1255 

1248 

1489 

"" 1m 
12!53 

754 ,,. 
192 

"' 

w-' 
F<>ctor 

1001. .. , 
c..Mitlon B - Int~tlon of Ccntlrooo# Trc~fflc: 70, 

..... "'"" """""""' ~ 
Combi~d Major Street - ... "" 

Highu Minor Street - ,.,. "" 

_,_ 
21 

" 
" " 20 

17 

13 

!! 

12 

7 

8 

!0 

9 ,. 
" 
" 18 

Condition 

A 

' 
A 

8 

A 

8 

Calculations 
Cor>dition A 

""" N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

8o< 
N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

Yu 
N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

Yu 
N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

70, 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

Yu 
N 

N 

N 

Yu 
Yu 
N 

N 

Yu 
N 

Yu 
Yu 
N 

N 

N 

N 

arrant Summary 

MoJor Street Minr.w Strut --"""""" ·- ·- ,.., 
""" !50 0 

7!10 " 13 

<00 120 2 

600 60 13 

'"' 100 • 
"' " 

,. 

""" N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

Yu 

Yu 
Yu 
Yu 
Yu 
Yu 
Yu 
Yu 
Yu 
Yu 
Yu 
Yu 
Yu 

N 

N 

N 

N 

"""""' 
8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

'~-
2~-

,. 
900 

900 ,. 
600 

720 

720 

600 

"' 
'" •. 630 

" 
" 100 

•• •• 
80 

" 
" 70 

Is Warrant #1 met based on the 

• 
z~-

2~-

Vdllelu per hour on mojal' drut (1001. V<>bM} 

Vehicles pa- ho!..-on 11'4jol' strut (80~ Vo~) 

Vehicles per hoo..- onll'4jor lltrcct (701. Vollnc) 

Vdlielu per hour on highelo-...oU. l!linciM11'Kt gpproock {100~ VoMM) 

Vdliclu per hour on hi91--"-~ ~{801. Vob-M) 

Vd><cluperhoo..-""~"-~~(70% Volumo:) 

"' 
""' ... 
'"' 1!10 

120 

100 

100 80 70 

Vchidu pe:- ho!r on -.lor nto«t (100"4 Voklme) 

Vcnicluper ho!r on~..,. .rtrcct {80'1. Volu!nro) 

Vchidupcr "-'on INijor" .ftrcct {70"4 Volu!N:) 

Vchldu per hotr on hlgftcr--.olumc ~ gpproock (!COX VobM) 

Vchldu per ho!r on hlgher--.oUN: ~ opp'OQCh (801. VoU!Ic) 

Vcnidu per hoo..- on hlghu-wUM lllinor-rtl'Ut "ffPP""<lCh (701. VoUM) 

applic(lble wal'rant J~ctor? 

""' 600 

'" " 
60 

" 

Condition 8 

8o< 
N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

Yu 

Yu 
Yu 
Yu 
Yu 
Yu 
Yu 
Yu 
Yu 
Yu 
Yu 
Yu 
Y« 

N 

N 

N 

N 

,., 
N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

Yu 

Yu 
Yu 
Yu 
Yu 
Yu 
Yu 
Yu 

'" Yu 
Yu 
Yu 
Yu 
Yu 
N 

N 

N 

Conditiorl fo4o Signal WOI'I'Gtl1 
W«'t''nt #Ad? 

F«tOf'Md? 

No 
Yu 

Y« 
No 

No 
YU 
No Yu 

'" 

~ -



COLLISION DIAGRAM 

INTERSECTION Krome Avenue & Grossman Fann Drive 

PERIOD 1995-1999 FROM 1 Jan 1995 TO 31 Dec 1999 

CITY Miami-Dade PREPARED BY Thuha NfJ.U't_en DATE 01128103 
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.I; i 

~ 

~ ~ 
~ I ~ ~ ... 
s 

_!; 
~ 

0 

!-;I ~ ~ 
~ ~ 
~ 

~ 

I ~ [c 

~ ~ i 
' "' ., 

. [ i ~) ~ 
c 

c .. 
~ 

l 
~ • ... ~ 

1 i . e 
~ 

~ 

ffi 
. to • to 
~ ~ • ::::; ~ 

~ s q:: I ~ ~ 

~ 
' ~ 

0 
g ~~ 

* 2 aashos havo inad«/Ullle ldonrlalion 

~ frx lnclu>lon In aash diagtom 

NUMBER OF CRASHES SYMBOLS I TYPE OF COLUSIONS SHOW FOR EACH CRASH 

~ IIOVING ve«:LE +-1- REARENO 

5 PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY ............ IIACI<ING VEHiaE -- HEN> ON 1 TillE DAY DATE 

... 

11 .. - """"""'"""""' ::r"l:"" ..,....,. 
INJURY CRASHES 2 v.fiA THER AND ROAD Jtotoo---· PfDESTRI.AN :../ OVflmJRNED SURFACE -IF UNUSIJ/o.L 

i 0 FATAL CRASHES 
~ PAAKEDVEHICLE LEFTTIIRN CONOffiONS EXISTED 

0 FD<ED 04/ECT r 16" 7\ &Cva.EMOTORC'I'CI.E """"""""' TOTAL CRASHES ~ 

Iii NUMBER OF INJURIES • FIGURE: X.X ' • 



SR 997/Krome Avenue Phase 4 Analysis 

Krome A venue & 
Howard Road (SW 1361

h Street) 

February 2003 



Project#: 

Project N4rne: 

Anolyst: 

bate: 

KITTEl.SOf\.l 4 ASSOCIAll:S, INC. 

110 E Browwd Blvd, Suite 2<410 

ft Lauderdale, Fl, 33301 

Tel: {9!)4)7351245 

f(l)(; (954) 735 9025 

4533/7 

Krome Avenue f>tlase IV 

Morois Lombord 

2/IIIZ003 

File: H:\PROJFILE\4533\ Tafk 7- Krome Phase 4\ Taski-Signal Worront 
Aoolysis\Sigool Worrants\(Howard_15tk]Worrant Sumii\OJ"'( 

Intersection: 

Scenario: 

#I 

#2 

#3 

#4 

#5 

#6 

#7 

#B 

Howard Road (SW !36th St) 

Existing- Januory 15, 2003 

Warrant SUmmary 

"'"" Eight-Hour Vehicular Volume 

four-Hour Vehicular ~olume 

Peak Hour 

Pedestrian Volume 

School Crossing 

Coordinated Signal System 

Crash Experieno;e 

Roadw(l'( Network 

Input Parameters 
Volume Adjustment Foetor= 

North-South ApprOGch = 

East-West Approcck = 
Major Strut Thru Lones= 

Minor Street Thru Lones= 

Speed > 40 mph? 

Pop!Jkltion • 10,000? 

Warrant foetor 

Pll(lk Hour or Doily Count? 

Aoolyted7 

YM 
YM 
No 

No 

No 

No 
y., 

No 

1.0 

Major 

Minor 

1or. 
Doily 

Met? 

No 

#REfl 

No 

Ho~ 

Begin Er.d 

12:00 AM 1:00 AM 

1:00 AM 2:00AM 

2:00AM 3:00AM 

3:00AM 4:00AM 

<4:00AM 5:00AM 

5:00AM 

6:00AM 

7:00AM 

6:00AM 

9:00AM 

10:00 AM 

11:00 AM 

!2:00PM 

1:00PM 

2:00PM 

3:00PM 

4:00PM 

5:00PM 

6:00PM 

7:00PM 

8:00PM 

9:00PM 

!O:OOPM 

U:OOPM 

6:00AM 

7:00AM 

8:00AM 

9:00AM 

!O:OOAM 

U:OO AM 

12:00 PM 

1:00PM 

UX:lPM 

3:00PM 

4:00PM 

5:00PM 

6:00PM 

7:00PM 

8:00PM 

9:00PM 

!O:OOPM 

II:OOPM 

!2:00AM 

Raw Traffic Volumes 
Mo.jGr Strut 

NB SB 

45 63 

13 49 

28 43 

34 30 

88 55 

236 

621 

790 

643 

519 

467 

527 

471 

500 

514 

550 

601 

677 

459 

298 

194 

168 

109 

78 

lOB 

334 

657 

515 

502 

451 

518 

513 

550 

513 

695 

762 

720 

565 

349 

212 

185 

219 

134 

Hour 

Analysis Traffic Volumes 
Major Street 

Begin 

!2:00AM 

1:00AM 

2:00AM 

3:00AM 

4:00AM 

5:00AM 

6:00AM 

7:00AM 

8:00AM 

9:00AM 

!O:OOAM 

11:00 AM 

12:00 PM 

1:00PM 

2:00PM 

3:00PM 

4:00PM 

5:00PM 

6:00PM 

7:00PM 

8:00PM 

9:00PM 

!O:OOPM 

II:OOPM 

Eod 

1:00AM 

2:00AM 

3:00AM 

4:00AM 

5:00AM 

6:00AM 

7:00AM 

8:00AM 

9:00AM 

!O:OOAM 

11:00 AM 

!2:00PM 

1:00PM 

2:00PM 

3:00PM 

4:00PM 

5:00PM 

6:00PM 

7:00PM 

8:00PM 

9:00PM 

!O:OOPM 

tt:OOPM 

IZ:ClOAM 

NB 
45 

13 

28 

34 

8B 

236 

621 

790 

643 

519 

467 

527 

471 

500 

514 

550 

601 

677 

459 

298 

194 

168 

109 

7B 

SB 

63 

49 

43 

30 

55 

lOB 

334 

657 

515 

502 

451 

518 

513 

550 

513 

695 

762 

720 

565 

349 

2IZ 

IB5 

219 

134 

Warrant Summary (PRINT) 

Minor Street 

EB WB 

10 0 

0 0 

0 0 

7 

30 

110 

110 .. 
69 

81 

79 

93 

93 

79 

101 

102 

Ill 

124 

75 

66 

" 32 

14 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

MinGr Street 

EB 

10 

0 

0 

7 

30 

110 

110 

94 

89 

81 

79 

93 

93 

79 

101 

102 

Ill 

124 

75 .. 
92 

32 

14 

WB 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 



""~ 
Begin End 

12:00 AM 1:00AM 

1:00AM 2:00AM 

2:00AM 3:00AM 

3:00AM 4:00 liM 

"1:00AM 5:00AM 

5:00AM 6:00AM 

8:00PM 

9:00PM 

9:00PM 

!O:OOPM 

Traffic Volumes 
Majoo- Stut.t 

... S8 

45 63 

tl 49 

28 43 

.. 30 

88 55 

236 106 

"4 

"' 
"2 

"' 

Nurnl.>u Gf Iones for mewing tn>fficon each appc-ot:~ch ("""Jot' Strut} 

~of Iones for mo-.ing trcffic on ecchappr'«!ch (Mi1>0t> S'h'ut) 

W<lN'<lllt F<>ctOI' 

Row t!ldu: for VLOOKUP 

N.inDt'Strut 

ea WB 
w 0 

0 0 

0 0 

' 0 
7 0 

30 0 

66 

" 
0 

0 

7" 

lookup Table 

""" 
...... 
~~ 

Z:or~ 

2~- 2~-

2~-

-"' 600 

600 

"' 

Conditlotl A • Mlrll!nurn Vehlcl.llot- Volume 

Combined Major Strut 

""' 400 

480 

480 

400 

""' "" 420 

420 

"' 

-"0 

'"' 200 

200 

Condition 8 • IntDnlpflon of ContiN.Iou:l Tntfflc: 

""" 
...... 
~ """'-""" 

CombiN:d Major Street 

Warrant~ 1~ Eight Hour Volume 

Combined Higher Minor MojO!' Plus 
Mc.jQ!' Strut Strut Mir10r 

Higl>u Minor Strut -"' "' "0 
"0 

Highu Minor Street 

108 10 118 

62 0 62 

71 0 71 

64 l 65 

143 7 150 

344 30 l74 

'" ,447 

1158 

1021 

'" 
"" ,,. 
""' "" 1245 

1363 

1397 

1024 

047 

"' 353 

""' "' "' 
'" "0 

no 
no 
94 

" 
" 79 

" 
" 79 

'" 
'" 
'" ,24 
75 

66 

" 

"" 1557 

1252 

1110 

1019 

1124 

wn 
1143 

no. 

""' 1-465 

1518 

1148 

722 

472 

445 

w-' 
fedo~ 

,00, 

'" 
70% 

Ho<..w-lyl:!onk 

" 24 

22 

23 

20 

" 
" 

' 
" 
B 

n 
7 

" 

" 
" 
" 

Condition 

' 
8 

' 
B 

A 

B 

Calculations 

'"" N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

Condition A 

80% 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

Y6 

Y6 

N 

N 

N 

7" 
N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

Y6 

Y6 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

Y6 

Y6 

N 

N 

N 

arrant Summary 

Mo,!Gr Strut HUmr snout -·""' Condition !1 
Re.quil'e!l\a\1 """""""' . ., 

"' "' 0 

750 75 " 
400 120 2 

600 " " 
'"' "' • 
"' " " 

IOOY. 

N 

N 

N 
N 

N 

N 

Y6 

Y6 

Y6 

Y6 

Y6 

Y6 

'" '" 
'" 
'" 
'" 
'" Y6 

N 

N 

N 

Thruh<>ld 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

2~-

2~-

-750 

900 

900 

700 

-600 

720 

720 

600 

""' '" 630 
-75 

75 

•oo 

-60 

" 80 

:w; 

" 
" 70 

Is Warrant #1 met based on the 

4 

2~-

2~-

Vehid~ per kour onm11jol' S1rut (tOO% Velume} 

Vehicle.! f>U' kour on maj<>r S1n.ef {80% Volume) 

Vehicles per he... on ll'<:ljo<' :street (70~ Velume) 

Vehicle$ per hou- on highu-wlume minor--strut oppNGCh. {100% Vo!vme) 

Vehicles. pu kour on hi~w!utne mi"""-:ltrut ~h (80% Volume) 

Vehicles. pu kour on Nghu-""klmc mi~t ~h. (70~ Volurrot) 

'"' 
'" "' 90 70 

500 ; Vdlitlu pu hGur 011 rnojor street (IOOX. Volume) 

'100 VU.idu. pu hour on major street {BO'J:. Volume) 

350 Vchklu per hoo.r on maJor str-uf (70'1:. Volume) 

150 Vehic~ per hour on higher-wlume minor-strut <l:pl)f'OGCh (100'1:. Volume) 

120 Vthidu per hour on h.ighu-wlume rnlnor-:ltt'eet <>ppt'OC>Ch (80'1:. Volume) 

10!1 Vthiclu P"" hour on highcro·wlumo: minor-strut ~eh (70'4 Volvrne} 

applicable warrant factor? 

750 

600 

'" 75 

60 

" 

Cond<tionB 

80% 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

Y6 

Y6 

'" Y6 

Y6 

Y6 

Y6 

'" ,,, 
'" Y6 

'" 
'" 
'" N 

N 

70% 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

Y6 

Y6 

Y6 

'" 
'" 
'" 
'" 
'" 
'" Y6 

Y6 

Y6 

'" Y6 

N 

N 

ConOrtton for Si9""l WOI'f"'Or 

W<II'I'Oirt Met? 
Foetor Met? 

No 
Yu 

'" No 
No 

'" 
No 

'" '" 

~ 



Warrant #2- Four Hour Volume 

Begin 

12:00 AM 

t:OO AM 

2:00AM 

3:00AM 

4:00AM 

5:00AM 

6:00AM 

7:00AM 

8:00AM 

9:00AM 

10:00 AM 

U:OOAM 

t2:00PM 

1:00PM 

2:00PM 

3:00PM 

4:00PM 

5:00PM 

6:00PM 

7:00PM 

8:00PM 

9:00PM 

lO:OOPM 

U:OOPM 

Eod 

1:00AM 

2:00AM 

3:00AM 

4:00AM 

5:00AM 

6:00AM 

7:00AM 

8:00AM 

9:00AM 

10:00AM 

11:00 AM 

12:00PM 

1:00PM 

2:00PM 

3:00PM 

4:00PM 

5:00PM 

6:00PM 

7:00PM 

8:00PM 

9:00PM 

!O:OOPM 

11:00PM 

!2:00AM 

Traffic Volumes 
Major Str-eet 

NB SB 

45 63 

13 49 

28 43 

34 30 

88 55 

236 106 

621 

790 

643 

519 

487 

527 

471 

500 

514 

550 

601 

677 

459 

298 

194 

168 

109 

78 

334 

657 

515 

502 

451 

518 

513 

550 

513 

695 

762 

720 

565 

349 

212 

185 

219 

134 

Minor Street 

EB WB 

10 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 

7 0 

30 0 

110 

110 

94 

89 

81 

79 

93 

93 

79 

101 

102 

121 

124 

75 

66 

92 

32 

14 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

'0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Number of lanes for moving traffic on each approach (Major Street) 

Number of lanes for moving traffic on each approach (Minor Street) 

Warrant Factor 70% 

5 Row Index for VLOOKVP 

Lookup Table 
Major Street Minor Street Break Point x' 

I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

2 or more 

2 or more 

2 or more 

2 or more 

2 or more 

2 or more 

2 or more 

2 or more 

1110 

1310 

1280 

1110 

790 

930 

860 

790 

0.00027 

0.00023 

0.00031 

0.00023 

0.00044 

0.00037 

0.00049 

0.00037 

0.73003 

0.73144 

0.97877 

0.73144 

,0.76930 

0.76954 

1.03083 

0.76954 

Is Warrant #2 met based on the 
applicable warrant factor? 

' 
557.978 

643.445 

858.973 

643.445 

396.803 

457.134 

614.734 

457.134 

Combined 

Major Strut 

108 

62 

71 

64 

143 

344 

955 

1447 

1158 

1021 

938 

1045 

984 

1050 

1027 

1245 

1363 

1397 

1024 

647 

406 

353 

328 

212 

alt 

80 

80 

115 

115 

60 

60 

80 

80 

Yes 

Calculations 
Higher Mir.or 

Street 

10 

0 

0 

I 

7 

30 

110 

110 

94 

89 

81 

79 

93 

93 

79 

101 

102 

121 

124 

75 

66 

92 

32 

14 

Tllreshold 

319 

351 

344 

349 

296 

184 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

83 

157 

180 

192 

253 

Is Tllreshold 
Met? 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Ye< 

Yes 
Yes 
Ye< 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

13 



COLLISION DIAGRAM 

INTERSECTION Krome Avenue & Howard Road 

PERIOD 1995-1999 FROM 1 Jan 1995 TO 31 Dec 1999 

CITY Miami-Dade PREPARED BY 1huha Nguyen DATE 01128103 

HOWARD ROAD 

(] 1CV2419812P'\ 7\ 
(g 00117195 10P'11 • 

DBik 

4 

9 

0 

13" 

NUMBER OF CRASHES 

PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 

INJURY CRASHES 

FATAL CRASHES 

TOTAL CRASHES 

SYMBOLS 

.,__ AI()\IWG va«:LE --- -"""""' ·- ............ """" 
~- - - • PEDESJRt.VJ 

= -'""""" 0 I'IIIED OIIJECT 

7\ ""''""''"""""YCtE llJ N<JMBEROI'JN.JlflJES 

I TYPE OF COWS/ONS 

+--f4- R<AREND 

-- HEADON -""""""'"' tEFTTURN 

SHOW FOR EACH CRASH 

1 nMEDAYDATE 

2 ~THER AND ROAD 
SURFACE ·IF UNUSUAL 
CONDmONS EltiSTED 

FIGURE: XX 



SR 997/Krome Avenue Phase 4 Analysis 

Krome A venue & 
Okeechobee Road (US 27) 

February 2003 



Project#: 

Proj«t Narne: 

Ano.lyrt: 

kiTTB.SON & ASSOCIATES, INC. 

110 E Broward Blvd, Suite 2410 

Ft Lauder<k!le, Fl. 33301 

Tel: (954) 7351245 

fax: (9~) 735 9025 

4533fi 

Krome Avenue Phase IV 

M(ll"(]is Lombal'd 

2/11/2003 Dote: 

file: H:\PROJFILE\4533\ Task 7- Krome Phase 4\ Taski·Signol W<ll"f"Qnt 

Anolysis\SignoJ WQN"Qnts\(Howard..J5th JWorront Summary 

lntu-scctfon: Okuchobu Road (US 27) 

Sc&nal'io: Existing- Jai1U:II)' 15,2003 

WarrGnt Summary 
Warrant Name Aoolyzed? 

#I 

#2 

#3 

#4 

#5 

#6 

#7 .. 

Eight-Hour Vehicular Volwt1e Yes 

four-Hour Vehicular vol001e Yv; 

Peak Hour No 

Pedestrian Volume No 

School Crossing No 

Coordinated Signal System 

Crash Experience 

Roodwoy Network 

Input Parameters 
Volume Adjustment factor= 

North·SIXIth ApprGaCh = 

East-West ApprO.Qch = 

Major Street Thru Lanes= 

Minor Street Thru Lanes= 

Speed > 40 mph? 

Population< 10,000? 

Warront Factor 

Peak Hour or Deily Count? 

No 

v .. 
No 

1.0 

Minor 

Major 

v~ 

v .. 
70% 

Daily 

Met? 

No 

H~ 

B~in End 

12:00 AM 1:00AM 

1:00 AM 2:00AM 

2:00AM 

3:00AM 

4:00AM 

5:00AM 

6:00AM 

7:00AM 

8:00AM 

9:00AM 

!O:OOAM 

11:00 AM 

!2:00PM 

1:00PM 

2:00PM 

3:00PM 

4:00PM 

5:00PM 

6:00PM 

7:00PM 

6:00PM 

9:00PM 

!O:OOPM 

11:00PM 

3:00AM 

4:00AM 

5:00AM 

6:00AM 

7:00AM 

8:00AM 

9:00AM 

!O:OOAM 

11:00 AM 

12:00 PM 

1:00PM 

2:00PM 

3:00PM 

4:00PM 

5:00PM 

6:00PM 

7:00PM 

8:00PM 

9:00PM 

!O:OOPM 

11:00 PM 

!2:00AM 

Raw Traffic Volumes 
Major Strut 

ca wa 
79 138 

100 66 

" 
101 

167 

318 

326 

1400 

1188 

734 

734 

523 

501 

540 

580 

597 

653 

622 

453 

309 

219 

1851 

143 

106 

124 

119 

234 

323 

459 

445 

494 

427 

524 

501 

491 

490 

520 

706 

815 

1219 

934 

512 

269 

265 

156 

113 

Ho~ 

Analysis Traffic Volumes 
Major Street 

Begin 

!2:00AM 

1:00AM 

2:00AM 

3:00AM 

4:00AM 

5:00AM 

6:00AM 

7:00AM 

8:00AM 

9:00AM 

!O:OOAM 

11:00 AM 

!2:00PM 

1:00PM 

2:00PM 

3:00PM 

4:00PM 

5:00PM 

6:00PM 

UJOPM 

8:00PM 

9:00PM 

!O:OOPM 

U:OOPM 

E..d 

1:00AM 

2:00AM 

3:00AM 

4:00AM 

5:00AM 

6:00AM 

7:00AM 

8:00AM 

9:00AM 

!O:OOAM 

!1:00AM 

!2:00PM 

1:00PM 

2:00PM 

3:00PM 

4:00PM 

5:00PM 

6:00PM 

7:00PM 

8:00PM 

9:00PM 

!O:OOPM 

11:00 PM 

!2:00AM 

E8 

79 

100 

" 101 

167 

318 

326 

1400 

1188 

734 

734 

523 

501 

""' 580 

597 

653 

622 

453 

309 

219 

1851 

143 

106 

W8 

138 

66 

124 

119 
234 

323 

459 

445 

494 

427 

524 

501 

491 

490 

520 

706 

815 

1219 

934 

512 

"' 265 

156 

113 

Warrant Summary (PRINT) 

Minor Stred 

NS 58 

26 0 

13 0 

12 

17 

32 

86 

163 

268 

317 

197 

174 

145 

135 

133 

150 

183 

184 

202 

171 

86 

65 

42 

45 

43 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

43 

Minor Strut 

NB 

26 

13 

12 

17 

32 

86 

163 

Z68 

317 

197 

174 

145 

135 

133 

150 

183 

184 

20Z 

171 

86 

65 

42 

45 

43 

58 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

43 



Ho<r 

llegin End 

!2:00 liM 1:00 "-M 

1:00AM 

2:00AM 

3:00AM 

<1:00AM 

9:00PM 

2:00AM 

3:00AM 

4:0011M 

5:00,0.M 

!O:OOPM 

Traffic Volumes 
Major Strout 

ES W8 

19 138 

100 

" 101 

167 

1851 

.. 
124 

119 
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Executive Summary 

Krome A venue is a north-south highway in southwestern Miami-Dade County, Florida. It begins at 
US 1 in Florida City and extends north to its intersection with Okeechobee Road (US 27). The 
southern portion of Krome Avenue (from US 1 to Avocado Drive) is the subject of a Project 
Development and Environment (PD&E) Study by the Florida Depmtment of Transportation. This 
repOit presents the results of a corridor study that covers approximately 33 miles of Krome A venue 
that begins at Avocado Drive and ends at Okeechobee Road. The corridor study was conducted for 
two reasons: 1) to determine the extent to which continued traffic volume growth can be mitigated 
by intersection and roadway segment (i.e., midblock) improvements and 2) to develop a set of 
actions that could reduce the number and severity of crashes that have occurred along this two-lane 
highway. 

Traffic Volume Projections 

From Avocado Drive to Eureka Drive (the southern 7.1 miles), Krome Avenue is suburban in 
character and has a traffic signal located at one-mile intervals on average. The northern 25.8 miles 
in this corTidor is much more rural in character with long distances between traffic signals and 
lower levels of land-use development within the corridor. In 2001, weekday traffic volumes were 
between 14,000 and 15,000 vehicles south of Tamiami Trail and 9,000 vehicles nmth of Tamiami 
Trail. 

Throughout the corridor, traffic volumes have grown at a rate of over 10% per year over the past six 
years. This rate of growth is not anticipated to continue for three reasons: 1) a linear rate of traffic 
growth is not physically possible to sustain for an indefinite period of time, 2) the historical ADT 
data from 2000 and 2001 already shows a trend that is starting to level off (rate of growth is 
decreasing), and 3) as roadways become more congested, the rate of traffic growth decreases. In 
addition, the future land-use plan for the corridor does not indicate a significant change over the 
existing land-uses to warrant a continuation of the observed historical growth rates. This is verified 
by the Long-Range Transpmtation Plan model traffic projections. By the year 2020, weekday 
traffic volumes are anticipated to be between 18,000 and 21,000 vehicles south of Tamiami Trail 
and slightly less than 12, 000 vehicles north of Tamiami Trail. 

Roadway Improvements 

In October 1999, an Action Plan was completed for the entire length of Krome Avenue- from US I 
to Okeechobee Road. This Action Plan was prepared in recognition that Krome Avenue is on the 
Florida Intrastate Highway System (FIHS) and that FllfS standards require that roadways on the 
FU-IS system be designated as controlled-access facilities with a cross-section that provides for at 
least four lanes with a restrictive median. A series of safety and operational enhancements were 
recommended for the roadway. They included intersection lane additions and traffic signal 
installations, access management and shoulder enhancements, the provision of passing zones, the 
addition of pedestrian and bicycle facilities, the provision of pavement marking and signage 
improvements, and the addition of clear recovery zones. 

The Action Plan also recommended a land-use overlay district for adoption to clarify parameters for 
development, to strengthen preservation measures, and to enhance the corridor's scenic qualities. 
This overlay district has not been established. In addition, none of the new traffic signals 
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recommended for installation along the con·idor are planned for installation. However, seven 
intersections are programmed for turn lane additions, improved return radii, signing and pavement 
markings, and lighting improvements. Five of these seven intersections are included in this 
analysis. 

Operational Analysis 

The intersection capacity analysis showed that today, six of the 14 intersections that were analyzed 
operate with an unacceptable level of delay (including all four of the unsignalized intersections that 
were analyzed). The Level of Service (LOS) standard for Krome Ave is LOS C north of SW 272"' 
Street and LOS D from SW 272'' Street to SW 296'h Street. By 2010, seven of the 14 intersections 
will operate with an unacceptable level of delay. By 2020, nine of the 14 intersections will operate 
at an unacceptable level of delay. To achieve a Level of Service C or better at each of the 14 
intersections in 2010 and 2020, a series of potential improvements were considered. These 
improvements included consideration for installing traffic signals at the four unsignalized 
intersections, the adjustment of traffic signal timing at several existing signalized intersections, and 
the addition of intersection approach tum lanes at three intersections (beyond those intersections 
tum lanes that are already committed for implementation). 

If these improvements were to be implemented, all of the intersections along Krome A venue -
except for the intersection with Okeechobee Road-· would operate at an acceptable level of service 
in the year 2020. However, the addition of traffic signals at the four unsignalized intersections 
could add delay (and a resulting increase in travel time) for north-south travel along Krome 
A venue. Thus, a traffic signal wan·ant analysis should be conducted and an evaluation of potential 
negative impacts to installing new traffic signals should be considered before committing to the 
installation of these new traffic signals. 

The highway level of service analysis along Krome Avenue showed that the two southernmost 
segments (from Avocado Drive to Eureka D1ive) operate at an acceptable level of service while the 
three northemmost segments (from Eureka Drive to Okeechobee Road) operate at an unacceptable 
level of service. This difference in results is clue to the different methodologies applied. There are 
two conclusions that were drawn from this analysis. 

• The travel speeds for the three northemmost segments between traffic signals are close to 
the posted speed limits. However, delay at the signalized intersections significantly reduces 
the overall segment travel speeds. Thus, improved traffic signal timing and the addition of 
intersection approach turn lanes north of Eureka Drive (SW 184111 Street) could improve the 
level of service performance of these three segments. However, the addition of traffic 
signals at Howard Street (SW 136'h Street) and Okeechobee Road (US 27) could counteract 
this improvement in travel speed by adding delay to motorists traveling along Krome 
Avenue. 

• Motorists spend a large percentage of time following other vehicles that prevent them from 
traveling at their desired speed. This is also true clue to the limited passing opp011unities 
that occur because many vehicles are traveling in the opposite direction. This impact on 
motorist travel is called percent time-spent-following. It is 66.7% under the existing 
conditions and is expected to be greater beginning in 2010. This is the primary reason for 
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the unacceptable segment levels of service in 2010 and 2020. Thus, either passing lanes or 
four-lane sections could be considered to reduce or eliminate this situation. 

Safety Analysis 

There are a number of intersections along the corridor that have abnonnally high crash experience 
indicated by a safety ratio of greater than 1.0 (Safety ratios were calculated by comparing the 
calculated actual crash rates and the documented Flmida critical crash rates). These high crash 
locations are: 

• Coconut Palm Drive/SW 248'h Street: with a safety ratio of 1.019 in 1998 

• Howard Road/SW 136'h Street: with a safety ratio of 1.187 in 2000 

• Kendall D1ive/SW 88'h Street: with a safety ratio of 1.866 in 1996 

• Tamiami Traii/SW S'h Street: with safety ratios ranging from 1.493 in 1996 to 2.251 in 1999 

• Okeechobee Road/US27: with safety ratios of 1.327 in 1996 and 1.393 in 1999 

In addition, the safety ratios for each of the five segments were above 1.0 for at least three years of 
the five years analyzed. This indicates that crash experience on Krome Avenue exceeds the 
statewide average for this type of roadway. For all the crashes documented from 1995 to 1999, the 
top five crash types were angle, rear-end, head-on, left turn, and hit tree/shrub. 

On a daily basis, the percentage of trucks traveling on Krome Avenue ranges ti'om 26% to 32% of 
the total number of vehicles. Of all the vehicles involved in the crashes, 3.5% involved medium 
trucks (4 rear wheels), 3.2% involved heavy trucks (2 or more rear axles), and 5.3% involved truck 
tractor (cab-bobtail). In some cases, trucks may have had an influence on crashes, but were not 
directly involved in the crash. 

The number of fatal crashes increased significantly beginning in the year 2000. For the first seven 
months of the year 2002, the data indicates a similar trend in an increasing number of fatal crashes 
experienced in the corridor. The segment from Eureka Drive to south of Kendall Drive had the 
highest fatal crash rate. In a length of less than 5 miles, there were 14 fatal crashes from 1996 to 
2001. 

There were 122 crashes that resulted in severe injuries (106 crashes) or fatalities (16 crashes) for the 
years 1995 to 1999. About 44% of all head-on crashes resulted in a severe injury or fatality, 
followed by hit pole (21 %), angle (19%), and overtumed vehicle (19%). All of these crashes and 
the additional 26 fatal crashes that occurred from January 2000 to July 2002 were plotted by 
milepost (Figure 5-3). 

Potential Crash Counter Measures 

The historical crash data from 1995 to 2000 was sorted and classified into four crash types: 
intersection, roadway, roadside, or other crash type. Once classified, potential countermeasures 
were identified. A field review was then conducted at the candidate locations to check the 
applicability of the countenneasures and final recommendations were made. The detailed crash 
data obtained on fatal crashes from 1995 to June 2002 was reviewed to determine the contributing 
causes and possible countermeasures. 
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System Countermeasures 

Based on this analysis, a set of potential countermeasures to respond to for system issues was 
developed. These system wide countermeasures are divided into shOJt-term and long-term actions 
in the list below: 

Short-Term 

• Raised pavement markers (RPMs) and improved pavement markings. This treatment will 
have the lowest cost and can likely be implemented in the shortest period of time. 

• Provide a smooth transition to the clear zone. This treatment can be part of a roadway 
maintenance program. 

• Improve the condition of existing shoulders/clear zone. 

Long-Term 

• Evaluate the feasibility of changing the existing two-lane undivided Krome Avenue corTidor 
to include: 

o Four-lane median separated sections: 

o Passing Janes; and/or 

o A median Separated Two-Lane Section. 

• Provision of the widest feasible clear zone and improved shoulder design. 

• Upgrade Krome Avenue to controlled access facility standards. 

• Provision of a roadway lighting system in the corridor. 

Intersection Countermeasures 

A field review of 14 intersections was conducted to determine short-term and long-term 
countermeasures . to enhance safety at those points along Krome A venue. In summary, the 
intersection cour1tenneasures recommended included the following: 

Short Term 

• Repaint and re-stripc roadway markings 

• Provide rcflecti ve roadway markings at intersections 

• Cut back foliage boundary 

• Install back plates on traffic signals to improve visibility 

• Remove yield signs from intersection and have right turns operate through the signal (right
turn on red) at the Kendall Drive intersection 

• Level transition from travel way to clear z.one at the Howard Road intersection 

Long Term 

• Increase lighting at the intersections 

• Upgrade and repair pavement structures, in particular the turning radius of each approach 

• Upgrade and widen paved shoulders for approaching intersections 

• Upgrade and widen clear zones for approaching intersections 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. E·N 



October 2002 
Future Conditions Analysis and_:_Mcc'.c"t',g"'a'-ti_o_n_M--"-e'--as'--u'-'r<-e_s _____________ E_x __ e __ c-'--u.ct''---·ve_S_u_m __ m~a'-ry'--

• Provide improved drainage at intersections 

• Improve intersection warning and visibility through advanced warning signs and flashing 
lights where necessary 

• Either relocate the utility pole or provide guardrail or other crash shield for the utility pole 
on the north side of the east approach at the Quail Roost Drive intersection. 

Conclusions 

In summary, it is clear that traffic volume growth and increasing levels of congestion have 
contiibuted to dliver frustration and attempts to make risky passing maneuvers on Krome Avenue. 
This has probably led to an increase in the number and severity of crashes in the corridor. Shor1 of 
widening the highway to a four lane divided section, there are a number of congestion and safety 
countermeasures that could be considered in the shm1-tcnn and long-term that will enhance 
mobility and safety in the corTidor. (Some of these improvements are consistent with the previously 
approved Action Plan and some of them are in addition to the Action Plan improvements.) 
However, there are four factors that, in combination, argue for the consideration of widening Krome 
Avenue to a four lane divided section: 

• The fact that Krome Avenue is on the Florida Intrastate Highway System and the 
requirement that it be designated as controlled-access facility with a cross-section that 
provides for at least four lanes with a restrictive median. 

• The likelihood that the high percentage of trucks that use the entire length of the coJTidor 
contribute to an increase in crash severity when trucks arc involved in crashes. 

• The increasing levels of roadway and intersection congestion and the difficulty in mitigating 
these levels of congestion short of providing for additional nonh-south through movement 
capacity. 

• The crash experience on Krome Avenue exceeds the statewide average for this type of 
roadway. The high number of crashes and the increase in crash severity (as demonstrated 
by an increase in the number of fatal crashes largely due to head·-on and angle collisions) 
that likely would be mitigated by physically separating the directions of travel with a 
median. 

For these reasons, it is recommended that a Project Development and Environment process be 
conducted to consider the range of solutions for improving the operational and safety characteristics 
of Krome Avenue. This PD&E study should consider the potential improvements that have been 
suggested by this corTidor study (including the possibility of traffic signals) and additional 
improvements that may come from the public involvement effort that occurs during the PD&E 
study. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 
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1. Introduction 

The Krome Avenue Phase 2 Corridor study was authorized to provide for an analysis of existing 
and future conditions along this highway in southwest Miami-Dade County, Florida. The corridor 
location is shown in Figure 1-1. The portion of Krome A venue that was analyzed begins at 
Avocado Drive (SW 2961h Street) at the northern boundary of the City of Homestead and extends 
for almost 33 miles to its northern terminus at Okeechobee Road (US 27). 

There are two purposes for this corridor study: 

• To develop short-term (year 2010) and long-term (year 2020) traffic forecasts and to 
conduct highway and intersection capacity analyses for these future conditions. This 
analysis will allow for a determination of the extent to which levels of congestion will 
increase (despite the commitment that has been made to construct some intersection capacity 
improvements). An analysis of potential segment and intersection improvements will be 
suggested to mitigate these future levels of congestion. 

• To conduct a safety analysis of p1ior crash (accident) history and to conduct field 
investigations to identify short-term and long-term actions that could mitigate the 
unacceptably high number and severity of crashes that have occurred. 

This study area is divided into five segments for analysis purposes: 

• SW 296'h Street (Avocado Drive) to SW 232"" Street (Silver Palm Drive)- 4.052 miles 

• SW 232nd Street (Silver Palm Drive) to SW 184th Street (Eureka Drive)- 3.017 miles 

• SW 184th Street (Eureka Drive) to SW 88th Street (Kendall Drive)- 6.535 miles 

• SW 88th Street (Kendall Drive) to SW 8th Street (Tamiami Trail)- 4.999 miles 

• SW 8th Street (Tamiami Trail) to US 27 (Okeechobee Road)- 14.275 miles 

There are ten signalized intersections along this 33-mile section. Exclusive left turn lanes are 
provided at most of the signalized intersections in both northbound and southbound directions. The 
signal density (i.e., number of signals per mile) varies significantly on the five segments listed 
above. From south to north, the five segment signal densities are: 0.99 per mile, 0.99 per mile, 
0.15 per mile, 0.20 per mile, and 0.04 per mile, respectively. Thus, the two southefllmost segments 
(7 .1 miles) are more suburban in character. The third and fourth segments (11.5 miles) have 
experienced traffic growth due to the westward expansion of development along the Kendall Drive 
and Tamiami Trail corridors. The nmthemmost segment (14.3 miles) is the most rural in character 
and accommodates primarily long-distance trips between Okeechobee Road (US 27) and the 
Homestead/Flmida City area. 

The remainder of this report is divided into five sections: traffic volume projections, roadway 
improvements, operational analysis, safety analysis, and potential crash counter measures. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 1 
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Figure 1-1: Site Vicinity 
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2. Traffic Volume Projections 

Traffic volume growth factors for the future conditions analysis were determined by an evaluation 
of historical Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes from 1996 to 2001 and the Long-Range 
Transportation Plan Model's base year (1999), year 2015, and year 2025 traffic volume projections. 

Historical Growth and Traffic Projections 

Annual Daily Traffic (ADT) counts for the last six years (1996-2001) were obtained from the 
Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT). A regression analysis was performed on the six data 
points to find the best-fit linear and logarithmic traffic projections. Using the best-fit linear traffic 
projection, annual linear growth rates for each study area roadway segment were determined. The 
six years of ADT counts and the best-fit linear annual growth rates are shown in Table 2-1. 

Table 2-1: Historical ADTs and Best Fit Linear Annual Growth Rate 

-- - -

Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 
Linear 
Annual 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
Growth 

Segment Limits Rate* - -~ - -- -

i<>.vocado Drive (SW 296th Street) to 7,700 10,700 10,900 12,000 13,500 14,100 13.92% 
Silver Palm Drive (SW 232nd Stree_!}_ -
Silver Palm Drive (SW 232nd Street) to 8,400 10,900 10,900 12,500 15,100 14,600 14.61% Eureka _ _Drive (SW 1§4th Str~_~t) - - - ---
Eureka Drive (SW 184th Street) to 8,500 10,700 11,400 10,900 11 ,500 14,500 10.15% 
Kendall Drive (SW 88th Street) ------- -

Kendall Drive (SW 88th Street) to 8,400 10,700 11,400 13,300 16,400 14,800 16.45% 
·amiami Trail (SW 8th Streetl - ---

Tamiami Trail (SW 8th Street) to 5,500 6,700 7,200 7,600 8,300 9,000 11.26% 
US 27 (O~eechobee_ f1.S!L~ - -- ··-- - ~··. --~6- -

' Lmcar Annual C.rowth R<tte 1s based on the best-fit hnear regresswn for the ADT data from 1996 to 2001. 

The linear and logarithmic traffic projections for each study area roadway segment are shown in 
Figure 2-1 through Figure 2-5. The equations and R-squared values shown on the figures are from 
the logarithmic traffic projections. 

Long-Range Transportation Plan 

The linear and logarithmic regression traffic projections were compared to the traffic projections 
from the Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) Model. Also plotted with the regression traffic 
projections shown in Figure 2-1 through Figure 2-5 are the ADT's for each study area roadway 
segment from the LRTP model years 1999, 2015, and 2025. 

As shown in Figure 2-1 and Figure 2-4, the logarithmic traffic projections for the segments from 
Avocado Drive to Silver Palm Drive and from Kendall Drive to Tamiami Trial are similar in year· 
2025 to the Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) Model projections. As shown in Figure 2-2 
and 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 4 
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Figure 2-3 neither of the two regression lines for these two segments fit with the LRTP model for 
the Silver Palm Drive to Eureka Drive and Eureka Drive to Kendall Drive roadway segments. 
However, the logarithmic traffic projection is better than the linear projection from Silver Palm 
Drive to Eureka Drive considering both the 2015 and 2025 LRTP model points and from Eureka 
Drive to Kendall Drive considering both the 1999 and 2015 LRTP model points. The LRTP model 
data from Tamiami Trail to US 27 shown in Figure 2-5 cannot be used to help determine a future 
traffic projection for that segment given how low the ADTs from the LRTP are compared to the 
historical data. 

b 

Figure 2-1: Traffic Volume Projections, Avocado Drive to Silver Palm Drive 

50,000 ,----

40,000 

30,000 
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Figure 2-2: Traffic Volume Projections, Silver Palm Drive to Eureka Drive 
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Figure 2-3: Traffic Volume Projections, Eureka Drive to Kendall Drive 
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Figure 2-4: Traffic Volume Projections, Kendall Drive to Tamiami Trail 

60,000 ~-------------------------------------~----------------------------------·--

50,000 

40,000 t- .. 
y = 4122.4Ln(year-1995) + 7979.6 

A2 = 0.8800 
~ 30,000 

20,000 - - - --------=·-·_::· =:__:_=--·=· =--·::_· ::.···=--====~------·~===""-"'·--=--=---=-=---=---=----=-----=---=· -:::"'. 
~-10,000 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 

ro rn o - ~ ~ 0 0 0 
~ ~ ~ 

----------

6 



October 2002 
Future Conditions Analysis and Mitigation Measures Traffic Volume Projections 

I-
0 

"' 

Figure 2-5: Traffic Volume Projections, Tamiami Trail to US 27 

25,000 ,---------------------------------,-,--, 

20,000 -~- ··-··--·--·---·-·-·-·-·----.. ---------·-··---

15,000 

10,000 

5,000 

y = 1820.7Ln(year-1995) + 5386.9 

R2 = 0.9642 

-----··----------.:=:;·--·-====-==---==-----======== 
~---

• • • 

----------------------------------] istorical ADT -predicted ADT-Iog predicted ADT -linear 

RTP -- ·- Log. (Historical ADT) 
-----~-------------------------------------------------

Projections: Linear vs. Logarithmic Regression Traffic Projections 

Overall, the logarithmic regression traffic projections for each roadway segment were chosen as the 
better projection to determine the future analysis year traffic volumes. The logmithmic projection is 
more realistic of future growth for three reasons 1) a linear rate of traffic growth is not physically 
possible to sustain for an indefinite period of time, 2) the historical ADT data from 2000 and 2001 
in some cases already shows a trend that is starting to level off (rate of growth is decreasing), and 3) 
as roadways become more congested, the rate of traffic growth decreases. In addition, the future 
land-use plan for the corridor does not indicate a significant change over the existing land-uses to 
wmTant a continuation of the observed histotical growth rates. 

Applied Growth Rates 

The logarithmic growth rates for each segment were applied to the year 2002 traffic volumes to 
obtain the year 2010 and year 2020 traffic volume projections. They are shown in Table 2-2. 

The growth rate for the segment between Eureka Drive to Kendall Drive was lower.than the growth 
rates for the adjacent segments. Thus, to be conservative, the growth rate for this segment was 
based on the average growth rates of the segments directly to the nmth and south. The growth rate 
for the Kendall Dtive to Tamiami Trail segment was applied to the Tamiami Trail to US 27 segment 
because the traffic volume projections for the Tamiami Trail to US 27 segment was the least 
reliable and because traffic volumes at the Krome Avenue/US 27 intersection must balance with the 
Krome Avenue/Tamiami Trail intersection. 

The growth rate for US 27 (Okeechobee Road) from the LRTP model was applied to the through 
movements on US 27 at the Krome Avenue/US 27 intersection. The growth rate for Kendall Diive 
was applied to all turning movements in and out of Krome A venue. These growth rates provide a 
very conservative volume projection for the intersection. Growth rates applied to each of the 
intersections are shown in Table 2-3. 

---·-::---c--------:-·-:----;-------- ---------
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Table 2-2: Applied Growth Rates By Segment 

-

Segment Limits Growth From Growth from Projected ADT 
2002 to 2010 2002 to 2020 2002 2010 2020 

- -
~vocado Drive (SW 296th Street) to 

18.03% 30.12% 14,372 16,964 18,701 
Silver Palm Drive (SW 232nd Street) 

Silver Palm Drive (SW 232nd Street) 
18.19% 30.38% 15,135 17,888 19,734 

o Eureka Drive (SW 184th Street) 

Eureka Drive (SW 184th Street) to 
18.91% 31.59% 13,387 15,919 17,616 

Kendall Drive (SW 88th Street) 
-

Kendall Drive (SW 88th Street) to 
!Tamiami Trail (SW 8th Street) 

19.63% 32.80% 16,001 19,143 21,249 

iramiami Trail (SW 8th Street) to 
19.63% 32.80% 8,930 10,683 11,858 

US 27 (Okeechobee Rd) 
~ - .... -

Table 2-3: Applied Growth Rates by Intersection 

Intersection 2002 to 2010 2002 to2020 

Avocado Dr (SW 296 St) 18.0% 30.1% 

Biscayne Dr (SW 288 St) 18.0% 30.1% 

Epmore Dr (SW 272 St) 18.0% 30.1% 

Bauer Dr (SW 264 St) 18.0% 30.1% 

Coconut Palm Dr (SW 248 St) 18.0% 30.1% 

Silver Palm Dr (SW 232 St) 18.1% 30.3% 

Hainlin Mill Drive (SW 216 St) 18.2% 30.4% 

Quail Roost Dr (SW 200 St) 18.2% 30.4% 

Grossman Farm Rd (SW 192 St) 18.2% 30.4% 

Eureka Dr (SW 184 St) 18.2% 30.4% 

Howard Rd (SW 136 St) 18.2% 30.4% 

Kendall Dr (SW 88 St) 18.6% 31.0% 

Tamiami Trail (SW 8 St) 18.9% 31.6% . 

Okeechobee Rd (US 27) turning movements 18.9% 31.6% 

Okeechobee Rd (US 27) through movements 24.9% 56.0% 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 8 
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3. Roadway Improvements 

In general, Krome Avenue is a two-lane undivided roadway with exclusive left turn lanes provided 
at most of the signalized intersections. There are ten signalized intersections located on the 
con·idor. The existing lane configurations and traffic control devices are shown on Figure 3-1. 

Action Plan 

In October 1999, an Action Plan was completed for the entire length of Krome Avenue- from US 1 
to Okeechobee Road (a length of 36.7 miles). (The northem 32.9 miles -beginning at Avocado 
Drive- comprise the portion of Krome Avenue that is the subject of this analysis.) This Action Plan 
was prepared in recognition that Krome Avenue is on the Florida Intrastate Highway System 
(FIHS) and that FIHS standards require that roadways on the FIHS system be designated as 
controlled-access facilities with a cross-section that provides for at least four lanes with a restrictive 
median. 

During the Action Plan study, several alternatives were developed to maintain the rural character of 
Krome Avenue by maintaining it as a two-lane roadway. As a result of the technical analysis and 
sixteen months of public involvement activities, a series of safety and operational enhancements 
were recommended for the roadway. These improvements are desciibed in Figure 3-2. The Action 
Plan desclibes a set of ultimate improvements that address mobility needs. They include 
intersection lane additions and traffic signal installations; access management and shoulder 
enhancements, the provision of passing zones, the addition of pedestrian and bicycle facilities, the 
provision of pavement marking and signage improvements, and the addition of clear recovery 
zones. A land-use overlay district was recommended for adoption to clarify parameters for 
development, to strengthen preservation measures, and to enhance the corridor's scenic qualities. 
This overl;1y district has not been established. In addition, none of the new traffic signals 
recommended for installation along the con-idor are planned for installation. 

Short Term Improvements 

Some improvements that were recommended by the Action Plan are underway. First, a Project 
Development and Environment (PD&E) Study is in process south of Avocado Drive to consider the 
possibility of widening a portion of Krome Avenue (from US 1 to SW 328'11 Street) to a four lane
divided section. In conjunction with this PD&E Study, the City of Homestead is considering the 
possibility of providing ·for a truck bypass around the Historic District portion ofK.rome Avenue. 
Second, seven intersections are programmed for turn lane additions, improved return radii, signing 
and pavement markings, and lighting improvements: SW 296'h, 272nct, 256'h, !92nd, 168'h, 136'11

, and 
S'h Street. At SW S'h Street (Tamiami Trail), the bridge north of the intersection is planned for 
widening. Five of these intersections are among the fomteen intersections included for analysis in 
this report. The future lane configurations at these five intersections are illustrated on Figure 3-3. 
Third, a one-mile long portion (beginning 1.7 miles north of Tamiami Trail) will have shoulders and 
rumble strips added to the edges of the roadway. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 10 
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Figure 3-2: Krome A venue Action Plan 
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4. Operational Analysis 

An operational analysis was performed at 14 intersections to determine level of service based on a 
quantification of congestion and delay. In addition, an operational analysis was performed along 
Krome Avenue (broken into five segments) to determine level of service based on a quantification 
of travel speed and percent time spent following. This analysis was conducted for peak season 
weekday conditions occuning for the existing (year 2002) conditions as well as for 2010 and 2020 
conditions. 

Intersection Level of Service 

Level of service (LOS) analysis was perf01med for ten signalized intersections using Highway 
Capacity Software (HCS-Signals). LOS analysis was also conducted for four unsignalized 
intersections using HCS-Unsignal. 

The analysis assumptions are as follows: 

• The existing intersection tuming movement counts were collected for the moming peak 
hours and an overall intersection peak hour factor was calculated. The projected 2010 and 
2020 turning movement counts were based on the analysis discussed in Section 2 -Traffic 
Volume Projections - in this report. The traffic volume growth factors for each intersection 
in the years 2010 and 2020 are presented in Table 2-3. The peak hour factors for 2010 and 
2020 conditions remain the same as for existing conditions. 

• Existing signal timings at the signalized intersections were obtained from FDOT District 6 
Traffic Operations Office. This is consistent with the Phase I (existing conditions) analysis 
for this project. The existing timing was used without optimization. The existing signal 
timing was also used for 2010 and 2020 conditions without optimization. 

• Intersection lane configurations and traffic control devices for existing and future conditions 
are shown in Figure 3-1 and Figure 3-3, respectively. The future intersection lane 
configurations assume the addition of tum lanes at four of the intersections. 

• The percentage of heavy vehicles was separately applied to each intersection approach. 

• Due to the unique geometry at the Krome Avenue/US 27 intersection, two-stage gap 
acceptance was assumed for the Krome Avenue approach left tum movement. This means 
that motorists make two separate decis.ions in finding an adequate gap in US 27 traffic -first 
for eastbound US 27 traffic and then for westbound US 27 traffic. 

Intersection tuming movement volumes, levels of service, Control Delay, and critical volume to 
capacity ratios for the 14 intersections are presented in Figure 4-1, Figure 4-2, and Figure 4-3. This 
information is summarized for comparative purposes in Table 4-1. It is assumed that Level of 
Service C is the acceptable standard n01th of SW 272"' Street and LOS D is the acceptable standard 
south of SW 272"' Street. . Today, six of the 14 intersections operate with an unacceptable level of 
delay (including all four of the unsignalized intersections that were analyzed). By 2010, nine of the 
14 intersections will operate with an unacceptable level of delay. By 2020, ten of the 14 
intersections will operate at an unacceptable level of delay. 
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C ber2002 
FL,._,-e Conditions Analysis and Mitigation Measures Operational r. .. alysis 

Table 4-1: Intersection Levels of Service with Committed Improvements 

2002 2010 2020 

I 
Intersection 

Critical v/c Delay (sec) LOS Critical v/c Delay (sec) LOS Critical vtc Delay (sec) LOS 

jAvocado Drive/SW 296th Street 0.58 29.6 c 0.95 36.3 D >1.0 47.1 D 

!siscayne Orive/SW 288 Street 0.74 26.1 c >1.0 42.3 D >1.0 56.7 E 

Epmore Drive/SW 272 Street* 0.73 >50.0 F >1.0 >50 F >1.0 >50 F 

1sauer Drive(SW 264 Street 0.67 20.0 c 0.84 25.1 c 0.92 31.9 c 

Coconut Palm Drive/SW 248 Street 0.61 19.3 B 0.94 27.2 c >1.0 36.5 D 

!!Silver Palm Drive/SW 232 Street 0.63 20.0 c 0.75 24.0 c 0.86 28.8 c 

Hainlin Mill Drive/SW 216 Street 0.65 18.7 B 0.83 24.0 c 0.95 31.2 c 

·Quail Roost Drive/SW 200 Street >1.0 >80.0 F >1.0 >80.0 F >1.0 >80.0 F 

'Grossman Farm Road/SW 192 Street* 0.84 >50.0 F >1.0 >50.0 F >1.0 >50.0 F 

' 
1 Eureka Drive/SW 184 Street 0.78 29.6 c 0.97 41.0 D >1.0 55.6 E 

liHoward Road/SW 1 36 Street* >1.0 >50 F >1.0 >50 F >1.0 >50 F 

Kendall Drive/SW 88 Street >1.0 >80 F >1.0 >80 F >1.0 >80 F 

amiami Traii!SW 8 Street 0.70 20.9 c 0.75 20.1 c 0.83 22.4 c 
~ 

Okeechobee Road/US 27* >1.0 >50.0 F >1.0 >50.0 F >1.0 >50.0 F I . Unsignalized intersections, the performance measures recorded are for the critical movement and NOT for the entire intersection. 
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October 2002 
Future Conditions Analysis and Mitigation Measures Operational Analysis 

Intersection Levels of Service with Potential Improvements 

To achieve a Level of Service Cor better at each of the 14 intersections in 2010 and 2020, a series 
of potential improvements were considered. These potential improvements are described in Table 
4-2. These improvements included consideration for installing traffic signals at the four 
unsignalized intersections, the adjustment of traffic signal timing at seven existing signalized 
intersections, and the addition of intersection approach tum lanes at five intersections (beyond those 
intersection tum lanes that are already committed for implementation). Assuming that these 
improvements are in place, Table 4-2 provides the resulting volume-to-capacity ratios and levels of 
service at the approp1iate intersections. If these improvements were to be implemented, all of the 
intersections along Krome A venue - except for the intersections with Kendall Drive and 
Okeechobee Road - would operate at an acceptable level of service. However, the addition of 
traffic signals at the four unsignalized intersections could add delay (and a resulting increase in 
travel time) for north-south travel along Krome Avenue. Thus, a traffic signal wmrant analysis 
should be conducted and an evaluation of potential negative impacts to installing new traffic signals 
should be considered before committing to the installation of these new traffic signals. 

Segment Level of Service 

An analysis of level of service was conducted for Krome Avenue for the divided five segments, as 
listed below: 

• SW 296'11 Street (Avocado Drive) to SW 232"d Street (Silver Palm Drive)- 4.052 miles 

• SW 23211d Street (Silver Palm Drive) to SW 184'11 Street (Eureka Drive)- 3.017 miles 

• SW 184'11 Street (Eureka Drive) to SW 88'11 Street (Kendall Drive)- 6.535 miles 

• SW 88'11 Street (Kendall Drive) to SW 8'11 Street (Tamiami Trail)- 4.999 miles 

• SW 8th Street (Tamiami Trail) to US 27 (Okeechobee Road)- 14.275 miles 

Many of the input parameters, such as heavy vehicle percentages and through approach green time, 
were imported directly from the signalized intersection analysis. For analysis purposes, the two 
southernmost segments (from Avocado Dr/SW 296'11 Street to Eureka Dr/SW 184th Street) were 
considered "suburban" due to the relatively high traffic signal density (about one signal per mile). 
The Urban Street analysis procedure was used for this analysis. Travel time (and average travel 
speed) is the service measure used to determine level of service. The northemmost segments (from 
Eureka Dr/SW 184th St to US 27/0keechobee Road) were considered as rural highway segments. 
These segments were classified as Class 1 Two-Lane Highway segments. For this reason, a 
combination of travel time and the percent time-spent-following other vehicles are the service 
measures used to determine level of service. The analysis assumptions are as follows: 

• For all five segments, from Avocado Drive to Okeechobee Road, the free flow speed is 
assumed to be 5 mph higher than the average posted speed limit (calibrated to better reflect 
the field observation). 

• For the calculation of segment level of service and v/c ratio, the percentage of heavy 
vehicles was input by intersection approach and was imported from the signalized 
intersection analysis. Thus, the operation of each segment of .Krome Avenue reflects the 
impact of the large percentage of heavy vehicles on the highway. 
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October 2002 
Future Conditions Analysis and Mitigation Measures Operational Analysis 

Travel time and delay runs were conducted in both directions on Krome Avenue to measure the 
actual travel times by segment. These field-measured travel time runs compared favorably with the 
calculated travel time runs (using Highway Capacity software), thereby validating the results for the 
estimation of future levels of service. The results for the existing and future segment level of 
service analysis are summarized in Table 4-3. 

It is evident that the two southernmost segments operate at an acceptable level of service while the 
three nOJthemmost segments operate at an unacceptable level of service. This difference in results 
is due to the different methodologies applied. (The minimum Level of Service C travel speed 
threshold is 27 mph for an Urban Street and 45 mph for a two-lane rural highway.) Thus, the 
calculated speeds n01th of Eureka Drive do not meet motorist expectations for a Class 1 Rural 
Highway. There are two conclusions that were drawn from this analysis. 

• The travel speeds for the three northernmost segments between traffic signals are close to 
the posted speed limits. However, delay at the signalized intersections significantly reduces 
the overall segment travel speeds. Thus, improved traffic signal timing and the addition of 
intersection approach tum lanes n01th of SW 184th Street could improve the level of service 
performance of these three segments. However, the addition of traffic signals at Howard 
Street (SW 136111 Street) and Okeechobee Road (US 27) could counteract this improvement 
in travel speed by adding delay to motorists traveling along Krome Avenue. 

• The high degree of percent time-spent-following north of SW 184111 Street (shown in Table 
4-3) indicates that a large percentage of motorists along Krome Avenue are not able to travel 
at their desired speed due to 1) the presence of slow-moving vehicles in front of them and 2) 
limited passing opportunities due to the frequency of vehicles traveling in the opposite 
direction. (The Level of Service C threshold value for a Class 1 two-lane highway is 65% 
time-spent-following.) The percent time-spent- following of 66.7% and greater beginning in 
2010 is the primary reason for the unacceptable segment levels of service in 2010 and 2020. 
Thus, either passing lanes or four-lane sections could be considered to reduce or eliminate 
this situation. 
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( Jber2002 
Ft .... Jre Conditions Analysis and Mitigation Measures Operational Analysis 

Table 4-2:Intersection Level of Service with Potential Improvements 

2010 2020 
Intersection 

Potential Intersection Potential Intersection 
Improvement 

Critical v/c LOS Improvement 
Critical v/c LOS 

Avocado Drive/SW 296th Street• Signal Timing Optimization 0.82 B Signal Timing Optimization 0.85 B 

Biscayne Drive/SW 288 Street Signal Timing Optimization 0.83 B Si_gnal Timing Optimization 0.93 c 

Epmore Drive/SW 272 Street* Add Signal 0.87 B Add Sional 0.92 B 

Bauer Drive/SW 264 Street None 0.84 c None 0.92 c 

Coconut Palm Drive/SW 248 Street None 0.94 c Signal Timing Of2!imization 0.73 B 

Silver Palm Drive/SW 232 Street None 0.75 c None 0.86 c 

Hainlin Mill Drive/SW 216 Street None 0.83 c None 0.95 c 

Add EB Exclusive L T Lane & Add EB Exclusive L T Lane & 
Quail Roost Drive/SW 200 Street OJ2!imize Signal Timino 0.79 B Optimize Sional Timing 0.79 B 

Grossman Farm Road/SW 192 Street* Add Sional 0.75 A Add Siqnal 0.87 B I 

Add NB Exclusive RT Lane & WB I 
Add NB Exclusive RT Lane & Exclusive LT lane Signal Timing 

I Eureka Drive/SW 184 Street SiQnal Timing Optimization 0.79 c Optimization 0.87 c 
I 

Howard Road/SW 1 36 Street* Add Signal 0.78 B Add Signal 0.81 B 

EBLT, WBL T, WB Left-Through EBLT, WBLT, WB Left-Thrcugh I 

shared Lane, WB Dual RT, SB shared Lane, WB Dual RT, SB 

i 
Dual L T & Signal Timing Dual L T & Signal Timing 

Kendall Drive/SW 88 Street Optimization 0.87 c Optimization 0.97 c 

Tamiami Trai!/SW 8 Street* None 0.75 c None 0.83 c 

1.02 1.13 I 

Okeechobee Road/US 27 Ad¢Signa_l 
-~ 

_fYVB LT)_ B L_ ___ ____ Add Sjgn~---- --~ ____(\1\'?_L n E 

* Intersections with committed geometry improvements 
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C ber2002 
Fu,wre Conditions Analysis and Mitigation Measures Operational At ta!ysis 

Table 4-3: Segment Levels of Service for the Morning Peak Hour 

2002 2010 2020 

Percent Free 
Percent Analysis 

Segment Limits Free flow 
Travel 

Percent Free flow 
Travel flow Travel Criteria Speed Time- Speed Time- Time-

LOS Speec LOS Speed LOS Speed Speed 
(mph) spent- (mph) spent-

(mph) (mph) 
spent-

(mph) Following (mph) 
Following Following 

Avocado Dr/SW 2961
h Street to 

N/a 40.9 N/a g(1J N/a 38.3 N/a 8(1) N/a 36.4 N/a 8(1) 

Suburban Eureka Dr/ SW 184" Street (NB) 

!Arterial Analysis Avocado Dr/SW 2961
h Street to 

N/a 41.3 N/a 8(1) N/a 39.6 N/a 8(1) N/a 38.8 N/a gPJ 
Eureka Dr/ SW 1841h Street (SB) 

Eureka Dr/ SW 184th Street to 
46.9 36.0 70.9% E<2> 46.9 33.9 76.7% E(2J 46.9 32.9 80.0% E'~ Kendall Drive/SW 881

h Street 

jrwo-Lane Rural Kendal! Drive/SW 881h Street to 
53.5 41.6 75.0% 0(2) 53.5 39.5 80.5% E<2l 53.5 38.0 83.4% E<2J 

Highway Analysi' Tamiami Trail/SW 81h Street 

Tamiami Trail/SW 81
h Street to 

59.8 51.5 60.8% c<2l 59.8 50.1 66.7% 0(2) 59.8 49.3 69.5% 0(2) 

I US27 /Okeechobee Road 

(1) based on HCM 2000 LOS Criteria for Urban Streets in Class I (Exhibit 15·2) 
(2) based on HCM 2000 LOS Criteria for Two-Lane Highways in Class I (Exhibit 20-3) 
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5. Safety Analysis 

In addition to the safety analysis that was completed for Phase I, the number of total crashes along 
Krome Avenue from 1995 to 1999 was re-examined to further study several other factors: the 
driver's contributing cause to the crash, the crash sevmity, and the vehicle types involved in the 
crash. In addition, a fmther investigation of severe injury (1995 to 1999) and fatal crashes (1995 to 
July 2002) was conducted. This portion of the report presents the findings of this safety analysis. 

Total Crash Results 

As noted in the Phase I report, crash data for the Krome A venue corridor was obtained from FDOT 
for analysis. Safety ratios at 17 intersections were calculated by comparing the calculated actual 
crash rates and the documented Florida critical crash rates. Intersections with a safety ratio of 
greater than 1.0 were considered high crash locations, as listed below: 

• Coconut Palm Drive/SW 2481
h Street: 1.019 in 1998 

• Howard Road/SW 1361
h Street: 1.187 in 2000 

• Kendall Drive/SW 88"' Street: 1.866 in 1996 

• Tamiami Traii/SW 81
h Street: ranging from 1.493 in 1996 to 2.251 in 1999 

• Okeechobee Road/US27: 1.327 in 1996 and 1.393 in 1999 

Crashes were divided by segment using the milepost location as an indicator. Safety ratios for each 
of the five segments were found. The safety ratios for each of the five segments were above 1.0 for 
at least three years of the five years analyzed. The percentage of crashes occurring at the 
intersections ranged from 74.2% in the southernmost segment (Avocado Drive to Silver Palm 
Drive) to 30.6% in the northernmost segment (Tamiami Trail to Okeechobee Road). As the 
distance between intersections increases, the percentage of crashes occmTing at the intersections 
decreases. 

Table 5-1 shows the summary of crashes from 1995 to 1999 by category. For total crashes, the top 
five documented ham1ful events were rear-end, angle, hit tree/shrub, sideswipe and left-tum. Head
on is ranked eighth with only 2.8% of all crashes. Over 70% of crashes that occurred at night were 
at locations with no streetlights. This percentage confirms that streetlights are not available 
throughout most of the length of the corridor. 

The fatal crash rate and the fatality rate for the years 1995 to 2000 were calculated and are 
illustrated in Figure 5-1. Of the five segments analyzed, the segment from Eureka Drive to south of 
Kendall Drive had the highest fatal crash rate. In a length of less than 5 miles, there were 14 fatal 
crashes from 1996 to 2001. Fatal crashes will be discussed in more detail later in this chapter. 
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Table 5-1: Summary of Crashes by Category 

- .. ---
1995 I 1996 I 1997 I 1998 I 1999 I Total Percentage 

Harmful Event 

Rear End 32 48 64 78 77 299 31.0% 

Angle 20 31 33 32 43 159 16.5% 

Tree/Shrub 7 20 23 18 19 87 9.0% ---
Sideswipe 16 10 14 31 13 84 8.7% 

Left Tum 15 14 19 16 18 82 8.5% 

Ran into. Ditch/Culvert 4 9 5 8 13 39 4.0% 

Overturn 4 6 6 9 12 37 3.8% -
Head on 2 6 9 4 13 34 3.5% 

Pole 4 3 4 5 3 19 2.0% 

Moveable Object on Road 1 1 3 3 6 14 1.4% -
RiQhtTurn 2 0 2 6 1 11 1.1% 

Ran off Road into Water 2 2 0 1 6 11 1.1% 
Guardrail 2 0 2 3 3 10 1.0% - ---
Pedestrian 1 2 0 2 2 __ 7 0.7% .. [----· ----------
Other and Unknown 10 12 11 17 23 7~- ___ 7 :.6% ---
TOTAL 122 164 195 233 252 966 

- .. 

Lightin9 ----·- .. 
Daylight 72 110 135 166 175 658 68.1% 

·-·- -
.. ---;·8 2o/;_-:-_~=i Dark (no street light) 31 36 35 33 41 176 --=-- -·------~---

Dar_k_~treet light) ------~ _ _12_ 1--10- 15 14 15 66 ____ 6_:_§.~----l --- ---·~··---·-- -----
Other and Unknown 7 8 10 __ 20 _;;?~_ 66 ·f--_____§i3% -----

r-233-
~---··--· 

TOTAL 122 164 195 252 966 

~~ther ·-------·------------
--;6 -86-- -s:;--'113T-134_'_47o-- - ----

_12!}'___ ____________ 48.7% ---!----'--------- .. --·-·- [-------· -·--··--------
Cloudy 50 55 79 90 81 355 36.7% ------

__1:1_ain . 13 19 32 27 --~ 120 12.4% -- :---3 
Other and Unknown 3 4 3 8 -- 21 2.2% 

TOTAL 122 164 195 233 252 966 

Road Surface 
15;-- -::-; 8'7'__.2_06 

-~-----·-··· -·-----. ~---------· ·-----
Dry 97 129 770 79.7% ' ---------- -- .. 

Wet 22 34 40 42 . __ 3_El__ - 176 18.2% ----
Slippery 2 0 2 3 2 9 0.9% .. 

Other and Unknown 1 1 2 1 6 11 1.1% 

TOTAL 122 164 195 233 252 966 

Site Location -
Not at lnt/RRXingiBridge ·r-·§ __ '1_ __ 73 96 131 127 481 49.8% 

--·· -0t Intersection 51 ·-- 71 aq__ __!_7 95 374 j---- 38.7% __ 
Driveway Access 8 7 10 17 16 58 6.0% --.. ·-·· 
Influenced bt: Intersection 7 9 7 6 10 39 4.0% 

R/R Crossing 0 1 0 2 1 4 0.4% 

Bridge 0 1 0 0 1 2 0.2% 

Other and Unknown 2 2 2 0 2 8 0.8% ·--
TOTAL 122 164 195 233 252 966 

Severity .. 
1.7o/;-Fatal 3 3 2 3 5 16 

__ Injury 73 104 108 117 147 549 56.8°/~----·---
PDO 46 57 85 113 100 401 41.5% --.. 

OTAL 122 164 195 233 252 966 

------ ·-----
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Year Segment Fatal Segment 
Crash Rate Fatalit Aata 

1995 
199$ 3.49 3.49 
1997 5.73 14.32 
1998 5.33 5.33 
1999 
2000 4.62 4.62 
2001 6.40 12.79 

TAM/AMI TRAIL to OKEECHOBEE RD 

Year Segment Fatal 
Crash. Rate 

Segment 
F.?.taJI\'1 Rate 

1995 8.43 25.29 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 8.24 12.30 
2000 6.68 6.68 
2001 3.70 3.70 

KENDALL DR to south of TAM/AMI TRAIL 

Year Segment Fatal Segment 
Crash Rate Fatality Rate 

1995 
1996 9.86 9.86 
1997 
1998 3.67 3.67 
1999 3.84 3.84 
2000 10.93 14.57 
2001 20.22 26.00 

EUREKA DR to south of KENDALL DR 

Year Segment Fatal 
Crash Rate 

Segment 
Fatalit Rate 

1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 7.26 7.26 
2000 
2001 

SILVER PALM DR to south of EUREKA DR 

Year Segment Fatal 
Crash Rate F~~m~~te 

1995 17.13 17.13 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 5.64 5.64 
2000 5.01 5.01 
2001 4.80 9.60 

AVOCADO DR to south of SILVER PALM DR 

LEGEND 

r;-;;-.. Average Annual Number 
~ of Crashes (1995-1999) 

TAM !AM! TRAIL 
(SW8THST) 

KENDALL DR 
(SW88THSl) 

RICHMOND DR 
(SW168THST) 

EUREKA DR 
(SW 184TH ST) 

GROSSMAN f'ARM OR 
(SW 192NO ST) 

BAUER DR 
(SW 284TH ST) 

EPMOREDR 
(SW 272ND Sl) 

BISCAYNE OR 
(SW 288TH Sll 

AVOCADO OR 
(SW 296TH Sll 

15.5 

0 
""""' (NOT TO~ 

o-t TAM/AMI TRAIL to OKEECHOBEE RD 
">o_, 

o • ., 
-% 

" 

KENDALL DR to south of TAMIAMI TRAIL 

EUREKA DR to south of KENDALL DR 

SILVER PALM DR to south of EUREKA DR 

AVOCADO DR to south of SILVER PALM DR 

SUMMARY OF SAFETY ANALYSIS 
KROME AVENUE FIGURE KJ MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA 5-1 
OCTOBER 2002 
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Contributing Cause 

Contributing cause was listed for each of the vehicles involved in a crash as a means to assign 
responsibility for the crash. Most of the crashes had more than one vehicle involved. This means 
that more than one 'contributing cause' was coded. After reviewing this parameter two
dimensionally, it was found that most of the crashes had only one main cause. For the study 
corridor, the primary causes included: failed to yield right of way, improper passing, improper lane 
change, improper tum, and disregarded traffic signal (See Figure 5-2). 

500 

"' " 400 .<: 
1/) 

"' ~ () 300 -0 

l'! 200 

" .0 
E 100 
" z 

0 

Contributing Cause 

Figure 5-2: Total Number of Crashes by Contributing Cause 

Vehicle Types 

All of the crashes that occurred from 1995 to 1999 were classified into 13 vehicle types. On a daily 
basis, the percentage of trucks traveling on Krome Avenue ranges from 26% to 32% of the total 
number of vehicles. Of all the vehicles involved in the crashes, 3.5% involved medium trucks (4 
rear wheels), 3.2% involved heavy trucks (2 or more rear axles), and 5.3% involved truck tractor 
(cab-bobtail). In some cases, trucks may have had an influence on crashes, but were not directly 
involved in the crash. 
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Fatal Crashes 

The fatal crash summary was updated to include the crashes that occurred from March to July 2002. 
After reviewing the fatal crash report, some discrepancies were found. The fatal crash rate and 
fatality rate were updated to reflect the coiTect data (Figure 5-1). 

Table 5-2: Summary of Fatal Crashes and Fatalities (Jan 1995-Jul 2002) 

Year 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 
{Jan-July)_ 

. -
Fatal Crashes 3 3 2 3 5 8 12 6 

Fatalities 5 3 5 3 6 9 18 9 
,. ·-

As can be seen in Table 5-2, the number of fatal crashes increased significantly beginning in the 
year 2000. For the first seven months of the year 2002, the data indicates a similar trend in an 
increasing number of fatal crashes experienced in the corridor. All 42 fatal crashes that have 
occurred since 1995 were also plotted by milepost (Figure 5-3). 

Fifteen of the 42 fatal crashes were head-on crashes. These 15 fatal crashes accounted for 24 
fatalities (41% of all fatalities). In 2001, three fatal crashes occurred within a 0.2-mile portion of 
Krome Avenue (MP 14.868 to MP 15.070), accounting for five fatalities. Fatal crash sites were 
observed and some observations are noted in Table 5-4. 

Severe Injury Crashes 

The detailed crash reports obtained from the Florida Department of Transportation were coded 
directly from the Police Repmts prepared by officers at the crash site. The sevelity of crashes is 
categorized into one of the following six categolies: 

1 - No Injury 

2- Possible Injury 

3 - Non-Incapacitating Injury 

4 - Incapacitating (Severe) Injury 

5 - Fatality, and 

6- Non-Traffic Fatality 

As requested by the Department, crashes in category 4 or 5 were studied in greater detail. Table 5-3 
shows a summary of severe injury and fatal crashes by category. Of the 122 crashes summalized 
for the years 1995 to 1999, 16 of them were fatal crashes. The top five crash types were angle, rear
end, head-on, left turn, and hit tree/shrub. 

The percentage of severe injury and fatal crashes of the total crashes was calculated. This 
percentage helps to identify the most severe crash types. About 44% of all head-on crashes resulted 
in a severe injury or fatality, followed by hit pole (21%), angle (19%), and overtumed vehicle 
(19%). 

All severe injury crashes were plotted by milepost (as shown in Figure 5-3) to identify the high 
crash locations. 
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Table 5-3: Summary of Severe Injury and Fatal Crashes 

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total Percentage 

Harmful Event 

Angle 7 6 5 5 7 30 24.6% 

Rear End 1 4 6 5 7 23 18.9% 

Head on 1 2 4 3 5 15 12.3% 

Left Turn 2 3 2 1 3 11 9.0% 

Tree/Shrub 2 2 1 2 3 10 8.2% 

Sideswipe 4 0 1 2 0 7 5.7% 

Overturn 0 2 3 1 1 7 5.7% 

Ran into ditch/culvert 0 1 1 0 3 5 4.1% 

Pole 1 0 0 1 2 4 3.3% 

Pedestrian 1 0 0 0 2 3 2.5% 

Other 2 2 0 1 2 7 5.7% 

TOTAL 21 22 23 21 35 122 

Lightln9 -
Daylight 13 11 17 13 21 75 61.5% 

Dark (no street light) 4 8 5 5 9 31 25.49~ --· 
Dark_(street light) 2 1 1 1 3 8 __ r--· 6.6% - ------ -
Other 2 2 0 2 2 8 6.6% - ----·· -----· ---~ 

TOTAL 21 22 23 21 35 122 

weather 
·- ·- --

Dry 14 12 10 12 18 66 54.1% __ 
-· 

Cloudy 4 6 11 9 "11 4_1_____ -- 33.6% 

Rain 1 3 2 0 5 11 9.0% -- ----· ----· -----------
~er_ 2 1 0 0 1 4 3.3% - -

TOTAL 21 22 23 21 35 122 

Road Surface 
-· ---

Drv 19 18 20 19 27 103 84.4% 

Wet 1 4 3 2 7 17 13.9% 

Slippery 0 0 0 0 1 1 0.8% 

Other 1 0 0 0 0 1 0.8% 

TOTAL 21 22 23 21 35 122 

Site Location 

Not at lntersection/RRXingiBridge 8 10 16 12 23 69 56.6% 

At Intersection 12 11 6 8 7 44 36.1% 

Driveway Access 1 0 1 1 2 5 4.1% 

Influenced by intersection 0 0 0 0 2 2 1.6% 

Bridge 0 1 0 0 1 2 1.6% 

~.OTAL 21 22 23 21 35 122 -- - -=-·- ·-~- -~ -- . - -
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Table S-4: Nearby Conditions at Fatal Crash Locations 

---
Section Milepost Location Near by conditions 

--
87150 4.836 Mid-block Wide shoulders on both sides 

87150 5.848 At SW 264th St Signalized intersection, exclusive left-turn lane 

87150 5.848 At SW 264th St Signalized intersection, exclusive left-turn lane 

87150 6.357 At SW 256th St 
Unsignalized intersection, Sunoco service station in 
SW corner 

87150 6.869 At SW 248th St 
Amoco gas station SW corner, Texaco NE corner, 
Construction in NW corner, SE corner vacant 

87150 10.622 At SW 188th St Good sight distance 

87150 12.200 Mid-block 
Hit pole on eastside, north of Chekika recreation area 
driveway 

87150 12.420 Mid-block Poles on Westside, shoulder on eastside 

87150 12.738 Mid-block Poles on Westside, shoulder on eastside 

87150 13.280 Mid-block - at SE 154th St, by GUS Nursery; poles on Westside, 
shoulder on eastside 

87150 13.821 Mid-block 
Just south of SW 136th St, poles on Westside, 
shoulder on eastside 

87150 13.895 At SW 136th St 
Grass shoulder on Westside, poles on eastside north 
of intersection only. 

\87150 13.895 At SW 136th St 
Grass shoulder on Westside, poles on eastside north 
of intersection only. 

87150 14.668 At SW 122nd St Good sight distance 

87150 14.868 Mid-block Guardrail on the eastside, 20ft graveled/grass shoulde 
87150 14.940 Mid-block with poles on the Westside- just north of D'Martinez 

87150 15.070 Mid-block 
nursery. 

87150 15.700 Mid-block Guardrail on eastside, narrow shoulder on Westside 

87150 16.156 At SW 1 OOth St Good side distance, one lane-all movements 

87150 16.931 Mid-block North of railroad crossing, guardrail on both sides 

87150 17.431 At SW 88th St Guardrail on eastside, shoulder on Westside 

87150 18.431 Mid-block Guardrail on eastside 

87150 19.431 Mid-block 
Guardrail on Westside tor culvert, continuous guardrail 
on eastside 

87150 20.230 Mid-block 
Wooded area on the Westside, guardrail on the 
eastside 

87150 20.430 Mid-block 
Wooded area on the Westside, guardrail on the 
eastside 

87070 1.700 Mid-block Speed changes from 50 mph to 55 mph 

87070 2.020 Mid-block 20 ft slope shoulders 

87070 2.350 Mid-block 
South of Curve-right sign, 20 ft slope shoulders, NB no 
passing 

87070 4.300 Mid-block Near guide sign, crash location may be miscoded. 

87070 8.400 Mid-block No passing zone, 20 ft slope shoulders, near driveway 

87070 8.800 Mid-block Driveway south of curve-right sign 

87070 9.150 Mid-block Sharp curve, unmarked 

87070 9.250 Mid-block Missed curve, ran off road to the right. 

87070 11.500 Mid-block Good sight distance, straight road 

87070 12.275 Mid-block 
Milton Thomas Park eastside - park closes at 5:30, 

~-~-~"·-··- ~- ~~ 

~,_ark_ing for fishi~~ Westsid~~-~ood ~i9h_t distance 
·--· 
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6. Potential Crash Counter Measures 

As shown in the previous section, the entire roadway segments that make up the study con·idor and 
several of the intersections experienced a safety ratio greater than 1.0. Based on the FDOT 
methodology, a safety ratio greater than 1.0 indicates an abnormal/high crash occurrence. The 
procedure used to identify potential crash countermeasures is summarized in Figure 6-1. The 
purpose of the procedure was to: 

• Identify system issues: These issues impact the entire corridor and will result in general 
recommendations. System wide issues include availability of passing, visibility (pavement 
markings and lighting), the roadside environment, and access management. 

• Identify intersection issues: At intersections with a safety ratio greater than 1.0 or where a 
pattern of crashes was observed, the area was checked for contributing causes. 

As shown in Figure 6-1, the general histOJical crash data from 1995 to 1999 was sorted and 
classified as an intersection, roadway, roadside, or other crash type. Once classified, potential 
countermeasures to be considered were identified. A field review was then conducted at the 
candidate locations to check the applicability of the countermeasure and final recommendations were 
made. The detailed crash data obtained on fatal crashes from 1995 to June 2002 was reviewed to 
determine the contributing causes and possible countermeasures. A field check was conducted on all 
fatal crashes to understand the physical environment in which the crash occuned. 

~- :J ·-
General Historical Detailed Crash Data on 

Crash Data Fatal Crashes 
1995- 1999 1995 - June 2002 

I 

-] 
t • t ------. 

[ Intersection I L~oadway l I Roadside l I Other l 
I I J 

~ 
Identify Spot & System Wide 

Issues/Concerns 

Lr Field Check 
I 
J 

+ 
Identify Potential Countermeasures 

Figure 6-1: Countermeasure Identification Methodology 

SYSTEM ISSUES 
Several issues associated with the entire Krome A venue study corridor were identified during field 
reviews and the crash analysis. These system issues include the availability of passing, centerline 
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crossovers, roadside environment, driver guidance and visibility, access management, and bicycle 
and pedestrian considerations. 

Availability of Passing 

As shown in the rural two-lane highway analysis and experienced when traveling on the facility, the 
two-lane cross section in combination with the volume and speed of vehicles on .Krome A venue 
limits passing oppmtunities. When the percent time-spent-following (the average percentage of 
travel time that vehicles must travel behind slower vehicles due to the inability to pass) increases, the 
comfort level of the following drivers decreases. To perform a passing maneuver, drivers must 
judge the adequacy of gaps in opposing traffic and use the opposing lane to complete the passing 
maneuver. 

The number of head-on crashes (34 head-on crashes from 1995 to 1999) on the facility and 
observations made in the field indicate that many drivers, especially after having to follow a vehicle 
traveling at a speed less than they desire (it is noted that the 'slower moving vehicle' may be 
traveling at the speed limit), are willing to accept short gaps in the opposing traffic stream to attempt 
a passing maneuver. Such passing maneuvers may have the following negative impacts: 

• Drivers in the opposing lane swerve off of the road to avoid the oncoming vehicle. As 
Krome A venue generally has a narrow clear zone and unpaved shoulders, crashes may occur. 

• Drivers in the opposing lane suddenly apply their brakes in an attempt to avoid the oncoming 
vehicle. The sudden application of the brakes may lead to rear-end crashes. 

• The driver attempting the passing maneuver realizes the gap is too short and attempts to abort 
the maneuver. This may result in a sideswipe of the vehicle being passed or a rear-end crash 
as the passing vehicle attempts to renter the travel lane. 

• A head-on collision occurs. 

Because passing maneuvers involve high vehicle speeds, crashes have a higher chance of resulting in 
severe injuries or fatalities. On Krome Avenue from 1995 to July 2002, nine fatal crashes have 
occurred due to head-on collisions. As traffic volumes increase on Krome A venue, the percent time
spent-following will increase and the availability of gaps for passing maneuvers will decrease. 

The following countermeasures should be considered to address issues associated with passing 
maneuvers: 

• Four-Lane Section: A four-lane section eliminates the need for drivers to judge the adequacy 
of gaps in opposing traffic and use the opposing lane to perform the passing maneuver. The 
length and placement of a four-lane section can vary (for example, a four-lane section can be 
located between intersections or on a specific stretch of roadway). It is noted that in areas 
where access to roadside properties exists or is planned, a four-lane section should be median 
separated and that left-tum Janes need to be provided to minimize crossover crashes and rear
end crashes. A properly designed four-lane section can be expected to nearly eliminate head
on crashes (a crash type that often results in severe injuries or fatalities) and reduce the total 
number of roadway crashes associated with passing maneuvers. Vehicle speeds on four-lane 
sections can also be expected to be higher than on a two-lane section. 
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• Passing Lanes: Passing lanes can improv·e the operation of a two-lane highway by reducing 
delays caused by inadequate passing opportunities over significant lengths of roadway. 
AASHTO recommends a minimum length of 1,000 feet, excluding tapers, for passing lanes 
to assure that delayed vehicles have an opportunity to complete at least one pass in the added 
lane. The signing, marking, and visibility of added passing lanes is impOitant in realizing the 
benefit of such lanes and minimizing issues associated with the diverge and merge points of 
the lanes. Access to roadside property should be restricted in areas with passing lanes. 
Passing lanes can be expected to reduce head-on crashes, but not to the extent of a four-lane 
section. 

• Median Separated Two-Lane Section: A median separated two-lane section eliminates the 
possibility of passing maneuvers (and associated crashes) by restricting access to the 
opposing lane of traffic. This configuration limits the speed of vehicles on the roadway to 
that of the slowest moving vehicle leading the platoon (essentially, percent time-spent
following is 100% ). A median separated two-lane section will reduce head-on crashes, but 
will not improve operation of the roadway. Over a long section of a median separated two
lane facility, the lack of passing may result in undesirable driver behavior such as tailgating, 
aggressive gestures, and passing on the right if a paved shoulder is present. 

When considering potential countermeasures, it is imp01tant to note that one treatment does not have 
to be applied to the entire conidor. An alternatives analysis that considers issues such as available 
right-of-way, environmental impacts, safety benefits, operational benefits, and community concerns 
should be completed in order to decide what the preferred treatments should be. 

Centerline Crossovers 

Fifteen of the 42 fatal crashes were reported as crossover crashes where a vehicle traveling in one 
direction crossed over the roadway centerline and struck a vehicle traveling in the opposite direction. 
Crossover crashes differ from head-on crashes in that the point of impact is usually at an angle. In 
reviewing the contributing causes of the crossover crashes, 20% occurred as a result of improper 
passing, 53% were not stated, and 27% was a combination of other causes. Because centerline 
crossover crashes usually involve high vehicle speeds between vehicles traveling in opposite 
directions, crashes have a higher chance of resulting in severe injuries or fatalities. 

To reduce the chance of centerline crossover crash occurrence (a crash type that often results in 
severe injuries or fatalities), the roadway should be separated by a physical median. The FDOT and 
AASIHO provide guidance on the specifications for different median treatments. 

The following counte1measures should be considered to address issues associated with centerline 
crossovers: 

• Four-Lane Section with Raised or Restrictive Median: A four-lane section with a raised or 
restrictive median significantly reduces the chance of centerline crossover crash occurrence 
while allowing passing maneuvers to occur. This median design will limit the amount of 
right-of-way needed as opposed to the use of a grass median. 

• Median Separated Two-Lane Section: A median separated two-lane section reduces the 
chance of centerline crossover crash occunence and also eliminates the chance of passing 
maneuvers. As discussed in the section about passing opportunities, over a long section of a 
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median separated two-lane facility, the lack of passing may result' in undesirable actions by 
dlivers. 

• Raised Pavement Markings: Crossover crashes may occur due to a lack of dliver guidance or 
issues associated with visibility. The section describing dliver guidance and visibility 
provides details on available treatments. 

Roadside Environment 

Roadside clear zones (areas from the edge of travel way that are free of obstructions) provide a more 
"forgiving" environment for vehicles that stray from the roadway. The condition of the roadside has 
the most impact on run-off the road crashes. The FDOT provides the following guidance, in order of 
pliority, regarding objects within the clear zone (PPM, pg. 4-1): 

• Eliminate the hazard (remove the hazard, relocate the hazard outside the clear zone, or make 
the hazard traversable or crashworthy). 

• Shield the hazard with a longitudinal barrier or crash cushion. This treatment should only be 
taken if the banier or crash cushion presents a lesser hazard. 

• Leave the hazard unshielded. This treatment should be taken only if a barrier or crash 
cushion is more hazardous than the hazard, if the likelihood of striking the hazard is very 
small, or if the expense of treatment outweighs the benefits in tetms of accident reduction. 

For this analysis, the type and condition of the shoulder was included as a roadside issue. Roadway 
shoulders are typically designed to accommodate occasional use by vehicles. On two-lane 
roadways, trailing vehicles commonly use shoulders to "go-around" turning vehicles so that a 
complete stop is not necessary. 

It is noted that of the 966 crashes that were reviewed from 1995 to 1999, 183 (approximately 19%) 
were classified as roadside crashes. It is also noted that of the 42 fatal crashes reviewed from 1995 
to July 2002, two were classified as veered off the road crashes. 

The following countermeasures should be considered to improve the condition of the roadside 
environment: 

• Provision of the widest feasible clear zone: In the Krome Avenue Action Plan, the desirable 
clear zone was identified as 18 feet from Avocado Drive to Kendall Dlive and as 30 feet 
from Kendall Diive to Okeechobee Road. The greater the amount of clear zone recovery 
distance provided, the greater amount of reduction in roadside crashes that can be expected. 
Issues associated with specific objects in the clear zone will be identified in the section that 
details spot locations. 

• Widen shoulders to the extent feasible to meet FDOT standards. In the Krome Avenue Action 
Plan, the recommendations were to widen the paved shoulders to 10 feet approaching 
intersections and railroads from Avocado Drive to Kendall Dlive and to provide 5-foot paved 
and 5-foot turfed shoulders from Kendall Dtive to Okeechobee Road. A lower cost option 
for this alternative is to fix the existing shoulders (repave or regrade) on Krome Avenue. 

• Provide a Smooth Transition to the Clear Zone. On many sections of Krome A venue, an 
edgeline drop-off of up to four inches exists between the paved portion of the roadway and 
the unpaved (either gravel or grass) portion of the clear zone. The existence of edgeline 
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drop-offs in the vicinity of intersections provides a hazard to drivers trying to "go around" 
turning vehicles and also to vehicles who may inadve1tently leave the travel way. A 
minimum two-foot paved shoulder would help reduce pavement edge discontinuities due to 
traffic. 

Driver Guidance and Visibility 

In reviewing the crash data for fatal crashes, it was found that 35% of fatal crashes occun-ed during 
daylight hours and 65% occun-ed during non-daylight hours (dusk, night, dawn). For all crashes that 
occun-ed from 1995 through 1999, 68% occun·ed during daylight hours and 32% occurred during 
non-daylight hours. 

The following countermeasures should be considered to address Issues associated with driver 
guidance and visibility: 

• A roadway lighting system will result in the greatest improvement in nighttime visibility. 
Roadway lighting appears to have a greater benefit at intersections as compared to on long 
tangent sections. If pedestrian or bicycle use exists or is planned on the facility, roadway 
lighting will significantly improve the safety of the facility. 

• Raised pavement markers (RPMs) provide benefits in terms of increased delineation of the 
driving path of the roadway, increased ability to "track" the roadway, increased reflectivity 
under wet-weather conditions, and increased tactile and auditory warning to drivers when 
crossing the markers (6). Data from the section of US 1 from Key Largo in the Florida Keys 
to Florida City (commonly referred to as 'the 18-mile stretch') should be reviewed to 
determine if a crash reduction has been realized since the installation of raised pavement 
markers on that two-lane facility. As is the case with US 1 between Key Largo and Florida 
City, raised pavement markers should be installed on both the centerline and edge lines of the 
Krome Avenue. Raised pavement markers can also be used on the approaches of the cross 
streets intersecting with Krome Avenue to ale1t drivers of an upcoming situation. 

• Use of reflective tape on signposts will alert drivers of important signs dming non-daylight 
hours. Signs for consideration include stop signs and signs informing drivers of upcoming 
intersections. 

• Improved pavement markings on Krome Avenue will provide positive guidance to drivers 
and likely produce a reduction in the number of accidents at intersections and access points 
(driveways). Although pavement markings exist on Krome Avenue, manyhave faded and 
are difficult to see. When implemented with RPMs and shoulder improvements, edgeline 
pavement markings can provide an inexpensive treatment for runoff the road and intersection 
related crashes. As with RPMs above, improved pavement markings on the approaches of 
the cross streets intersecting with Krome Avenue can alert drivers of the upcoming 
intersection. 

Access Management 

A review of the various access regulations and guidelines in the area was completed as pmt of the 
Krome Avenue Action Plan (7). With regards to access management, the following recommendation 
was made for the Krome Avenue conidor from Avocado Drive to the Tamiami Trail (7): 
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• Access management implementation to limit the number of driveways, farm access, cross-
street connections and improve intersections. 

As discussed in the previous sections about passing opportunities and centerline crossovers, the use 
of medians in the corridor has been identified as a potential treatment. Other features of an access 
management plan such as driveway controls and tuming restrictions can be expected to improve 
traffic operations, minimize adverse environmental impacts, and increase roadway safety (8). 

Krome Avenue is also part of the Florida Intrastate Highway System (FIHS). To meet the criteria of 
a FIHS facility, Krome Avenue should be brought up to controlled access facility standards. As 
stated in the FDOT reference Development of the Florida Intrastate Highway System (Topic No.: 
525-030-250-d), "The access management standards for controlled access segments of the FIHS 
shall be those contained in Access Class 2 or 3 as defined in Department Rule Chapter 14-97 F.A.C. 
and the Department's Plans Preparation Manual". The Development of the Florida Intrastate 
Highway System also states, "Other access management standards may be assigned to a segment of 
the FIHS through a corridor access management plan developed as patt of the Action Plan for the 
segment. The plan should define the highest standards attainable where Class 2 or 3 would not be 
feasible." Table 6-1 summarizes the controlled access facility standards. 

Table 6-1: Controlled Access Facility Standards for Class 2 and Class 3 

=..---=-""· ~-~~ ~~-~---~---~~~~---~--- ' . . .. ... .... · 
Minimum Minimum 

Facility Design Minimum Median Median Minimum 
Access Features Connection Opening Opening Signal 
Class Spacing _ _§£.,.ci~_I!.J!.!'.et) Spacing (feet) Spacing 

(Median (feet) (mile) 
Treatment and Directional Full 
Access Roads) 

-- ........ -- =·-·· ~-~~ 

2 Restrictive with 13201660 1320 0.5 0.5 Se!Vice Roads 
3 Restrictive 6601440 1320 0.5 0.5 

(Greater thau45 mph/Less than or- 45 mph) 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Environment 

The existing condition of the Krome A venue corTidor is not conducive to use by bicyclists and 
pedestrians. For most of the corridor, the shoulder is either not paved, in poor condition, or too 
natTow for a bicycle to safely use. Most intersections do not have pedestrian crossing features 
(crosswalks, pedestrian signals, pedestrian push-buttons). 

The potential inclusion of bicycle and pedestrian trails in the Krome A venue corridor needs to be 
considered as alternatives are developed and evaluated. As identified in the Krome Avenue Action 
Plan, coordination with the South Dade Greenway Network and the North Dade Greenway Network 
is necessary throughout the altematives study process. 

System Countermeasures Recommendations 

The following is a summary of the potential countermeasures for system issues. As the need for 
these treatments occurs throughout the length of Krome Avenue (to varying degrees), the treatments 
should be considered for application on the entire cmTidor. 
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Short-Term 

• Raised pavement markers (RPMs), improved pavement markings, and use of reflective tape 
on signposts. This treatment will have the lowest cost and can likely be implemented in the 
shortest period of time. 

• Provide a smooth transition to the clear zone. This consists of leveling edge drop-offs 
between the paved portion of the roadway and the unpaved (either gravel or grass) portion of 
the clear zone. Figure 6-2, Figure 6-3, and Figure 6-4 show examples of edge drop-offs on 
Krome Avenue. FDOT Standard Index 105 (shown in Figure 6-5) provides guidance on 
treatments used to provide a smooth transition to the clear zone. These treatments can be 
part of a roadway maintenance program. 

• Improve the condition of existing shoulders. As recommended in the Krome Avenue Action 
Plan, widen the paved shoulders to 10 feet approaching intersections and railroads from 
Avocado Drive to Kendall Drive and provide 5-foot paved and 5-foot turfed shoulders from 
Kendall Drive to Okeechobee Road_ A lower cost option for this altemative is to fix the 
existing shoulders (repave or regrade) on Krome Avenue. 

Long-Term 

• Evaluate the feasibility of changing the existing two-lane undivided Krome Avenue cotridor 
to include: 

o Four-lane median separated sections; 

o Passing lanes; and/or 

o A median Separated Two-Lane Section. 

o Provision of the widest feasible clear zone and improved shoulder design. 

• Upgrade Krome Avenue to controlled access facility standards (previously defined). 

• Provision of a roadway lighting system in the corridor. 
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Figure 6-2: Edgeline Drop-Off Example: Krome A venue South of Epmore Intersection 

Figure 6-3: Edgeline Drop-Off Example: Krome A venue in the vicinity of Howard Road 
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Figure 6-4: Edge line Drop-Off Example: Krome Avenue North of Kendall Drive Intersection 
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INTERSECTION ISSUES 

A field review was conducted during daylight hours to assess traffic operations at 14 intersections on 
Krome Avenue corridor. The field study included a physical inspection of each intersection. The 
physical examination of the intersection consisted of an inventory of the following: 

• Location 

• Intersection geometry 

• Traffic control devices and signal visibility 

• Signage 

• Sight distance 

• Pavement Conditions and Markings 

• Shoulder and clear zone characteristics 

• Drainage 

• Roadway lighting and utility services 

• Pedestrian facilities 

• General observations 

The review did not include an investigation of the Grossman Farm Road (SW 192"d St) intersection, 
as there were no serious or fatal crash incidents documented for that immediate area. The review did 
include the intersection at Plummer Dtive (SW 256'h St). 

Avocado Drive (SW 296TH St) and Krome Avenue (SR 997) MP 3.827 

Location 

The intersection of Avocado Dtive and Krome Avenue is situated on the edge of a residential area. 
The quadrants to the north of the intersection consist either of vacant farm fields or foliage of 
varying densities. Residences are located on the southeast and southwest quadrants of the 
intersection and both have driveways leading onto Avocado Drive. Figure 6-6 shows the south 
approach of the intersection. 

Intersection Geometry 

Each of the four approaches to the Avocado Drive and Krome Avenue intersectionconsists of only 
one lane in each direction. The vertical and horizontal alignment of the intersection is level and 
straight. 

Traffic Control Devices and Signal Visibility 

Avocado Drive and Krome Avenue is a signalized intersection at the very southern end of the study 
corridor. Signal visibility appears adequate. Signals are shaded with visors and signal lenses appear 
to be clear and bright. There are no back plates present on any of the traffic signals. 
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Figure 6-6: South Approach, Avocado Drive and Krome A venue 

Signage 

Street signage includes the presence of advanced warning signs piior to entering the intersection on 
the north, south and west approaches. The east approach has no advanced warning signs. Other 
street signage includes posted speed signs, state road signs and directional signage to specific 
landmarks. 

Sight Distance 

Sight distance for tuming movements is limited for most of the approaches to the intersection with 
the exception of the northeast quadrant containing the open field. Obstmctions to sight distance 
include the presence of trees, moderate foliage, lighting and utility structures. 

Pavement Condition and Markings 

Evidence of moderate pavement cracking and fracture was noted on the roadway. Large potholes 
were present on the east approach and a majority of the turning radii were also noted to be 
fragmented and badly deteiiorating. White roadway markings on most of the approaches were noted 
to be either badly wom or absent. 

Shoulder and Clear Zone Characteristics 

The paved roadway shoulder on the east side of the south approach is approximately three feet in 
width and is uneven and irregular in appearance. The clear zone comprises of approximately fifteen 
feet of grassed area leading up to a line of lighting structures. The southbound side of the south 
approach is similar with approximately ten feet of grassed area leading up to a row of trees. The east 
and west approaches have no notable roadway shoulder but have approximately ten feet of grassed 
area leading to lighting structures or foliage boundaries. 

Drainage 

The Avocado Drive and Krome Ave intersection shows signs of poor drainage and run off problems. 
Especially noted was the presence of water in the deteriorated tuming radii. 
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Roadway Lighting and Utility Services 

Roadway lighting is present on the northbound side of Krome Ave and on the eastbound side of 
Avocado Drive. 

Pedestrian Facilities 

There is the presence of pedestiian footpaths on both sides of the south approach and also on both 
the south side of the east and west approaches. A pedestrian crosswalk is present on the south 
approach in the form of a painted zebra crossing. 

General Observations 

The intersection of Avocado Drive and Krome A venue is noted as having had several serious crash 
incidents over the study period primarily due to rear ending, left turn and angle collisions. 

Planned Improvements/Improvements Recommended Based on Capacity Analysis 

The FDOT has programmed turn lane additions, improved return radii, and improved lighting, 
signing, and pavement markings at this intersection. Specifically, left-tum lanes will be added to the 
north and south approaches of Krome A venue. Signal timing improvements were recommended at 
this intersection based on the results of the capacity analysis. 

Recommendations 

Short Term Options 

• Repaint and re-stripe roadway markings 

• Provide reflective roadway markings at intersections 

• Cut back foliage boundary 

• Install back plates on traffic signals to improve visibility 

Long Temz Options 

• Increase lighting at the intersection 

• Upgrade and repair pavement structures, in particular the turning radius of each approach 

• Upgrade and widen paved shoulders for approaching intersections 

• Upgrade and widen clear zones for approaching intersections 

• Provide improved drainage at intersections 

Biscayne Drive (SW 288TH St) and Krome Avenue (SR 997) MP 4.333 

Location 

The intersection of Biscayne D1ive and Krome Avenue is located within a rural developed area. 
There are no major developments at this intersection and all four quadrants of the intersection are 
comprised of fields. Figure 6-7 shows the south approach to the intersection. 

Intersection Geometry 

Krome Avenue has a left turn lane and a shared through and right tum lane for the north and south 
approaches to the intersection. Biscayne Drive consists of one lane in each direction on the 
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eastbound and westbound approaches. The ve1tical and horizontal alignment of the intersection is 
level and straight. 

Traffic Control Devices and Signal Visibility 

Biscayne Diive and Krome Avenue is a signalized intersection. Protected-permitted left tum 
phasing is used on Krome Avenue. Signal visibility appears adequate. Signals are shaded with 
visors and signal lenses appear to be clear and blight. There are no back plates present on any of the 
traffic signals. 

Figure 6-7: South Approach, Biscayne Drive and Krome Avenue 

Signage 

Street signage includes the presence of advanced warning signs approximately ninety feet prior to 
enteiing the intersection on the north and south approaches. The east and west approaches have no 
advanced warning signs. Other street signage includes posted speed signs and state road signs. 

Sight Distance 

Sight distance for turning movements is adequate on all of the approaches to the intersection due to 
the open fields present in each quadrant. 

Pavement Conditions and Markings 

Evidence of pavement cracking and fracture was noted on the roadway. A majoiity of the turning 
radii were also noted to be fragmented and badly deteriorating. White roadway markings on most of 
the approaches were noted to be either badly worn or absent. Several skid marks were also noted. 

Shoulder and Clear Zone Characteristics 

The paved roadway shoulder on the north and south approaches are approximately two feet in width 
and have evidence of skid marks and wear. The clear zones comprise of several feet of grassed area 
leading up to either a line of lighting structures or a developed field. The east and west approaches 
have no notable roadway shoulder and have clear zones similar to the north and south approaches. 

Kittelson & Associates. Inc. 47 



October 2002 
Future Conditions Analysis and Mitigation Measures Potential Crash Counter Measures 
~~~,~~~~~~~~~~~~------~== 

Drainage 

The Biscayne Drive and Krome Ave intersection shows signs of poor drainage and run off problems. 
Especially noted was the presence of water in the deteriorated tuming radii. 

Roadway Lighting and Utility Services 

Roadway lighting is present on the nor1hbound side of Krome Ave and on the eastbound side of 
Biscayne Diive. 

Pedestrian Facilities 

There is the presence of pedestrian footpaths on the south side of the east approach. 

General Observations 

This intersection was noted as having one fatal incident over the designated study period, and is a 
prevalent location for northbound and southbound rear end crashes due to careless driving, angle 
crashes from disregarding signals and improper left tums. 

Planned Improvements/Improvements Recommended Based on Capacity Analysis 

The addition of a westbound right-tum lane was recommended at this intersection based on the 
results of the capacity analysis. 

Recommendations 

Short Term Options 

• Repaint and re-stiipe roadway markings 

• Provide reflective roadway markings at intersections 

• Install back plates on traffic signals to improve visibility 

Long Term Options 

• Increase lighting at the intersection 

• Upgrade and repair pavement structures, in particular the tuming radius of each approach 

• Upgrade and widen paved shoulders for approaching intersections 

• Upgrade and widen clear zones for approaching intersections 

• Improve intersection warning and visibility through advanced warning signs and flashing 
lights where necessary 

• Provide improved drainage at intersections 

Epmore Drive (SW 272nd St) and Krome Avenue (SR 997) MP 5.342 

Location 

The intersection of Epmore Diive and Krome Avenue is located within a developed area. The 
quadrants to the north of the intersection consist either of farm fields or residences. A gas station is 
located on the southwest quadrant of the intersection and has driveways leading onto both Epmore 
Drive and Krome Avenue. Figure 6-8 shows the west approach of the intersection. 
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Figure 6-8: West Approach, Epmore Drive and Krome Avenue 

Intersection Geometry 

Each of the four approaches to the Epmore Dlive and Krome Avenue intersection consists of one 
lane in each direction. The vertical and horizontal alignment of the intersection is level and straight. 

Traffic Control Devices 

Epmore Drive and Krome Avenue is an unsignalized intersection. Two stop signs are present on 
both the east and west approaches of the intersection. Signage visibility appears adequate in daylight 
conditions. 

Signage 

Street signage includes the presence of advanced warning signs prior to entering the intersection on 
the east and west approaches. Other street sign age includes posted speed signs and state road signs. 

Sight Distance 

Sight distance for turning movements is poor for most of the approaches to the intersection due to 
the presence of trees, moderate foliage, lighting and utility structures. 

Pavement Conditions and Markings 

Evidence of moderate pavement cracking and fracture was noted on the roadway. Potholes were 
present at the center of the intersection and a majmity of the turning radii were also noted to be 
fragmented and badly deteliorating. White roadway markings on most of the approaches were noted 
to be either badly worn or absent. Several skid marks were also noted. 

Shoulder and Clear Zone Characteristics 

The paved roadway shoulder on the north and south approaches are approximately two feet in width 
and have evidence of skid marks and wear. The clear zones comprise of several feet of grassed area 
leading up to either a line of lighting structures or development. An abrupt edge drop off from the 
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pavement shoulder to the grass area was present on the west side of the south approach. The east 
and west approaches have no paved roadway shoulder but have approximately five to six feet of 
grassed area leading to lighting structures or foliage boundaries. 

Drainage 

The Epmore Drive and Krome Ave intersection shows signs of poor drainage and run off problems. 
Especially noted was the presence of water in the deteriorated turning radii and worn shoulders of 
approaches. 

Roadway Lighting and Utility Services 

There is no roadway lighting present at this intersection or leading up to its approaches. 

Pedestrian Facilities 

There is no presence of pedestrian facilities on any of the four approaches. 

General Observations 

This intersection was noted as having one fatal crash and several serious accidents due to failure to 
yield to stop signs. Driveway locations did not appear to cause any enatic driving behavior. 

Planned Improvements/Improvements Recommended Based on Capacity Analysis 

The FDOT has programmed turn lane additions, improved return radii, and improved lighting, 
signing, and pavement markings at this intersection. Specifically, left-turn lanes will be added to the 
north and south approaches of Krome A venue. Signalization was recommended at this intersection 
based on the results of the capacity analysis. 

Recommetulations 

Short Term Options 

• Repaint andre-stripe roadway markings 

• Provide reflective roadway markings at intersections 

• Cut back foliage boundary 

Long Term Options 

• Provide lighting at the intersection 

• Upgrade and repair pavement stmctures, in particular the turning radius of each approach 

• Upgrade and widen paved shoulders for approaching intersections 

• Upgrade and widen clear zones for approaching intersections 

• Improve intersection waming and visibility through advanced warning signs and flashing 
lights where necessary 

• Provide improved drainage at intersections 
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Bauer Drive (SW 264T" St) and Krome Avenue (SA 997) MP 5.848 

Location 

The intersection of Bauer Drive and Krome Avenue is located within a rural developed area. The 
quadrants to the north of the intersection consist either of nursery fields or high-density foliage areas. 
A gas station is located on the southwest quadrant of the intersection and has driveways leading onto 
both Bauer Drive and Krome Avenue. The quadrant to the southeast also comprises of high-density 
foliage. Figure 6-9 shows the south approach of the intersection 

Figure 6-9: South Approach, Bauer Drive and Krome Avenue 

Intersection Geometry 

Krome Avenue has a left tum lane and a shared through and right turn lane for the north and south 
approaches to the intersection. Bauer Drive consists of one lane in each direction on the eastbound 
and westbound approaches. The vertical and horizontal alignment of the intersection is level and 
straight. 

Traffic Control Devices and Signal Visibility 

Bauer Drive and Krome A venue is a signalized intersection. Protected-permitted left tum phasing is 
used on Krome Avenue. Signal visibility appears adequate. Signals are shaded with visors and 
signal lenses appear to be clear and bright. There are no back plates present on any of the traffic 
signals. 

Signage 

Street signage includes the presence of advanced warning signs approximately ninety feet prior to 
entering the intersection on the north and south approaches. The east and west approaches have no 
advanced warning signals. Other street signage includes posted speed signs and state road signs. 
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Sight Distance 

Sight distance for tuming movements at the intersection is poor for all of the approaches to the 
intersection due to the presence of high-density foliage, trees and utility structures. 

Pavement Conditions and Markings 

Large evidence of pavement cracking and fracture was noted on the roadway. A majority of the 
tuming radii were also noted to be fragmented and badly deteriorating. White roadway markings on 
most of the approaches were noted to be either badly wom or absent. 

Shoulder and Clear Zone Characteristics 

The paved roadway shoulder on the north and south approaches are approximately two feet in width 
and show evidence of skid marks and wear. The clear zones comprise of several feet of grassed area 
leading up to either a line of utility structures, fences or foliage. The east and west approaches have 
small and uneven roadway shoulders and have limited clear zones leading to dense foliage. 

Drainage 

The Bauer Drive and Krome Ave intersection shows signs of poor drainage and run off problems. 
Especially noted was the presence of water in the deteriorated turning radii. 

Roadway Lighting and Utility Services 

There is no roadway lighting present at this intersection or leading up to its approaches. Utility lines 
are present running northbound on Krome A venue. 

Pedestrian Facilities 

There is no presence of pedestrian facilities on any of the four approaches. 

General Observations 

This intersection has a history of having had two fatal incidents, some serious crashes and is a 
prevalent location for no!1hbound and southbound rear end crashes from careless driving, angle 
crashes from disregarding signals and improper left turns. 

Planned Improvements/Improvements Recommended Based on Capacity Analysis 

No improvements are planned at this intersection and no improvements were recommended based on 
the capacity analysis. 

Recommendations 

Short Term Options 

• Repaint andre-stripe roadway markings 

• Provide reflective roadway markings at intersections 

• Install back plates on traffic signals to improve visibility 

• Cut back foliage boundary 
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Long Term Options 

• Provide lighting at the intersection 

• Upgrade and repair pavement structures, in particular the turning radius of each approach 

• Upgrade and widen paved shoulders for approaching intersections 

• Upgrade and widen clear zones for approaching intersections 

• Provide improved drainage at intersections 

Plummer Drive (SW 256TH St) and Krome Avenue (SR 997) MP 6.357 

Location 

The intersection of Plummer Drive and Krome Avenue is located within a developed area. A local 
business is situated in the northwest quadrant of the intersection and the remaining quadrants consist 
either of either plant nurseries or moderate density foliage areas. Figure 6-10 shows the north 
approach of the intersection. 

Figure 6-10: North Approach, Plummer Drive and Krome Avenue 

Intersection Geometry 

Each of the four approaches to the Plummer Drive and Krome Avenue intersection consists of one 
lane in each direction. The vertical and horizontal alignment of the intersection is level and straight. 

Traffic Control Devices and Signal Visibility 

Plummer Drive and Krome Avenue is an unsignalized intersection. A stop sign is present on both 
the east and west approaches of the intersection. 

Signage 

Street signage includes the presence of advanced warning signs prior to entering the intersection on 
the east and west approaches. 
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Sight Distance 

Sight distance for tuming movements is poor for most of the approaches to the intersection due to 
the presence of trees, moderate foliage and utility structures. 

Pavement Conditions and Markings 

Evidence of pavement cracking and fracture was noted on the roadway. Westbound turning radii 
were also noted to be fragmented and badly deteriorating. White roadway markings on most of the 
approaches were noted to be either badly worn or absent. 

Shoulder and Clear Zone Characteristics 

The paved roadway shoulder on the north and south approaches are approximately two feet in width 
and have evidence of skid marks and wear. The clear zones comprise of several feet of grassed area 
leading up to either a line of utility structures or development. The east and west approaches have 
no notable roadway shoulder and have a few feet of grassed area leading to utility structures or 
foliage/tree boundmies. 

Drainage 

The Plummer Drive and Krome Ave intersection shows signs of poor drainage and run off problems. 
Especially noted was the presence of water in the deteriorated tuming radii and worn m·eas within 
the intersection. 

Roadway Lighting and Utility Services 

There is no roadway lighting present at this intersection or leading up to its approaches. 

Pedestrian Facilities 

There is no presence of pedestrian facilities on any of the four approaches. 

General Observations 

This intersection was noted as having one fatal incident and several serious accidents due to rear
ending in the north and southbound directions. 

Planned Improvements/Improvements Recommended Based on Capacity Analysis 

No improvements are planned at this intersection and this intersection was not included in the 
capacity analysis. 

Recommendations 

Short Term Options 

• Repaint and re-stripe roadway markings 

• Provide reflective roadway markings at intersections 

• Cut back foliage boundary 

Long Term Options 

• Provide lighting at the intersection 
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• Upgrade and repair pavement structures, in particular the turning radius of each approach 

• Upgrade and widen paved shoulders for approaching intersections 

• Upgrade and widen clear zones for approaching intersections 

• Improve intersection warning and visibility through advanced warning signs and flashing 
lights above stop signs where necessary 

• Provide improved drainage at intersections 

Coconut Palm Drive (SW 248TH St) and Krome Avenue (SR 997) MP 6.859 

Location 

The intersection of Coconut Palm Dtive and Krome Avenue is located within a developed area. 
Three of the four quadrants have gas stations located on them with each gas station having 
driveways leading onto both Coconut Palm Drive and Krome Avenue. The quadrant to the southeast 
also comprises of vacant field. Figure 6-11 shows the west approach to the intersection. 

Figure 6-11: West Approach, Coconut Palm Drive and Krome Avenue 

Intersection Geometry 

Krome A venue has a left turn lane and a shared through and right turn lane for the notth and south 
approaches to the intersection. Coconut Palm Drive consists of one Jane in each direction on the 
eastbound and westbound approaches. The vettical and horizontal alignment of the intersection is 
level and straight. 

Traffic Control Devices and Signal Visibility 

Coconut Palm Drive and Krome Avenue is a signalized intersection. Protected-permitted left tum 
phasing is used on Krome Avenue. Signal visibility appears adequate. Signals are shaded with 
visors and signal lenses appear to be clear and bright. There are no back plates present on any of the 
traffic signals. 
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Signage 

Street signage includes the presence of advanced warning signs entering the intersection on all four 
approaches. Other street signage includes posted speed signs and state road signs. 

Sight Distance 

Sight distance for tuming movements is poor for all of the approaches to the intersection due to the 
presence of high-density foliage, trees and utility structures. 

Pavement Conditions and Markings 

Poor pavement structure was noted on the roadway. A majority of the turning radii were also noted 
to be fragmented and badly deteriorating. White roadway markings on most of the approaches were 
noted to be either badly worn or absent. 

Shoulder and Clear Zone Characteristics 

The paved roadway shoulder on the nmth and south approaches are approximately two feet in width 
and are in poor condition. The clear zones comprise of several feet of grassed area leading up to 
either a line of utility structures, fences or foliage. The east and west approaches have small and 
uneven roadway shoulders and have limited clear zones leading to tree or utility lines. 

Drainage 

The Biscayne Drive and Krome Ave intersection shows signs of extremely poor drainage and run off 
problems. Especially noted was the presence of water in the deteriorated turning radii and 
approaches. 

Roadway Lighting and Utility Services 

There is no roadway lighting present at this intersection or leading up to its approaches. 

Pedestrian Facilities 

There is no presence of pedestiian facilities on any of the four approaches. 

General Observations 

This intersection was noted as having a safety ratio greater than one and is a prevalent location for 
northbound rear end crashes from careless driving, angle crashes from disregarding signals and 
improper left turns. 

Planned Improvements/Improvements Recommended Based on Capacity Analysis 

No improvements are planned at this intersection and no improvements were recommended based on 
the capacity analysis. 

Recommendations 

Short Term Options 

• Repaint andre-stripe roadway markings 

• Provide reflective roadway markings at intersections 
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• Install back plates on traffic signals to improve visibility 

• Cut back foliage boundary 

Long Tenn Options 

• Provide lighting at the intersection 

• Upgrade and repair pavement structures, in particular the turning radius of each approach 

• Upgrade and widen paved shoulders for approaching intersections 

• Upgrade and widen clear zones for approaching intersections 

• Provide improved drainage at intersections 

Silver Palm Drive (SW 232nd St) and Krome Avenue (SR 997) MP 7.879 

Location 

The intersection of Silver Palm Drive and Krome Avenue is located within a developed area. The 
quadrants to the north of the intersection consist either of development or high density foliage areas. 
A gas station is located on the southwest quadrant of the intersection and has driveways leading onto 
both Silver Palm Drive and Krome Avenue. The quadrant to the southeast also comprises of a 
vacant field. Figure 6-12 shows the west approach of the intersection. 

Figure 6-12: View from West Approach towards East, Silver Palm Drive and Krome Avenue 

Intersection Geometry 

Krome Avenue has a left turn lane and a shared through and right turn lane for the north and south 
approaches to the intersection. Bauer Drive consists of one lane in each direction on the eastbound 
and westbound approaches. The vertical and horizontal alignment of the intersection is level and 
straight. 
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Traffic Control Devices and Signal Visibility 

Silver Palm Drive and Krome Avenue is a signalized intersection. Protected-permitted left tum 
phasing is used on Krome Avenue. Signal visibility appears adequate. Signals are shaded with 
visors and signal lenses appear to be clear and bright. There are no back plates present on any of the 
traffic signals. 

Signage 

Street signage includes the presence of advanced warning signs approximately ninety feet prior to 
entering the intersection on the north and south approaches. The east and west approaches have no 
advanced warning signs. Other street signage includes posted speed signs, state road signs and 
approaching railway crossing signs. 

Sight Distance 

Sight distance for turning movements is poor for all of the approaches to the intersection due to the 
presence of high-density foliage, trees, fencing and utility stmctures. 

Pavement Conditions and Markings 

Large evidence of pavement cracking and unevenness was noted on the roadway. A majority of the 
turning radii were also noted to be fragmented and badly deteriorating. White roadway markings on 
most of the approaches were noted to be either badly worn or absent. 

Shoulder and Clear Zone Characteristics 

The paved roadway shoulder on the north and south approaches are approximately two feet in width 
and show evidence of skid marks and deterioration. The clear zones comprise of several feet of 
grassed area leading up to either a line of utility structures, fences or foliage. The east and west 
approaches have no notable roadway shoulder but have approximately five to six feet of grassed area 
leading to lighting structures or foliage boundaries. 

Drainage 

The Biscayne Drive and Krome Ave intersection shows signs of poor drainage and mn off problems. 
Especially noted was the presence of water in the detetiorated turning radii. 

Roadway Lighting and Utility Sen,ices 

There is no roadway lighting present at this intersection or leading up to its approaches. 

Pedestrian Facilities 

There is the presence of a limited pedestrian footpath on the southwest quadrant of the intersection. 

General Observations 

This intersection is noted as having had a number of serious crashes occuning within its immediate 
vicinity due to rear ending and angle collisions. There is also a railway crossing located just north of 
the intersection, which is noted as having had several similar incidents. Driveway structures did not 
appear to cause any erratic dtiving behavior. 
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Planned Improvements/Improvements Recommended Based on Capacity Analysis 

No improvements are planned at this intersection and no improvements were recommended based on 
the capacity analysis. 

Recommendations 

Short Term Options 

• Repaint andre-stripe roadway markings 

• Provide reflective roadway markings at intersections 

• Install back plates on traffic signals to improve visibility 

• Cut back foliage boundary 

Long Teml Options 

• Provide lighting at the intersection 

• Upgrade and repair pavement structures, in particular the tuming radius of each approach 

• Upgrade and widen paved shoulders for approaching intersections 

• Upgrade and widen clear zones for approaching intersections 

• Provide improved drainage at intersections 

Hainlin Mill Drive (SW 216'" St) and Krome Avenue (SR 997) MP 8.885 

Location 

The intersection of Hainlin Mill Drive and Krome Avenue is located within a mral developed area. 
There are no major developments at this intersection and all four quadrants of the intersection are 
comprised of either fields or tree nurseiies. Figure 6-13 shows the south approach of the 
intersection. 

Intersection Geomet1y 

Krome A venue has a left turn lane and a shared through and right tum lane for the no1th and south 
approaches to the intersection. Hainlin Mill Drive consists of one lane in each direction on the 
eastbound and westbound approaches. The ve1tical and horizontal alignment of the intersection is 
level and straight. 

---~----~~~ 
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Figure 6-13: South Approach, Hainlin Mill Drive and Krome Avenue 

Traffic Control Devices and Signal Visibility 

Hainlin Mill Drive and Krome Avenue is a signalized intersection. Signals are shaded with visors 
and signal lenses appear to be clear and bright. There are no back plates present on any of the traffic 
signals. 

Signage 

Street signage includes the presence of advanced warning signs approximately prior to entering the 
intersection on all approaches. Other street signage includes posted speed signs and state road signs. 

Sight Distance 

Sight distance for all turning movements is poor for all of the approaches to the intersection due to 
the trees and foliage present in each quadrant. 

Pavement Conditions and Markings 

The pavement structure was found to be in poor condition. Evidence of pavement cracking and 
fracture was noted on the roadway. A majority of the turning radii were also noted to be fragmented 
and badly deteriorating. White roadway markings on most of the approaches were noted to be either 
badly worn or absent. 

Shoulder and Clear Zone Characteristics 

The paved roadway shoulder on the north and south approaches are approximately two feet in width 
and have evidence of skid marks and wear. The clear zones comprise of several feet of grassed area 
leading up to either a line of utility structures or fencing. The east and west approaches have small 
and uneven roadway shoulders and have either limited clear zones leading to tree and utility lines or 
fencing. 
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Drainage 

The Hainlin Mill Drive and Krome Ave intersection shows signs of poor drainage and run off 
problems. Especially noted was the presence of water in the deteriorated turning radii. 

Roadway Lighting and Utility Services 

There is no roadway lighting present at this intersection or leading up to its approaches. 

Pedestrian Facilities 

There is no presence of pedestrian footpaths on any of the four approaches. 

General Observations 

This intersection was noted as having had a number of rear end or left tum collisions typically due to 
careless driving or disregarding of traffic signals. 

Planned Improvements/Improvements Recommended Based on Capacity Analysis 

No improvements are planned at this intersection and no improvements were recommended based on 
the capacity analysis. 

Recommendations 

Short Term Options 

• Repaint and re-stripe roadway markings 

• Provide ret1ective roadway markings at intersections 

• Install back plates on traffic signals to improve visibility 

• Cut back foliage boundary 

Long Term Options 

• Provide lighting at the intersection 

• Upgrade and repair pavement structures, in particular the turning radius of each approach 

• Upgrade and widen paved shoulders for approaching intersections 

• Upgrade and widen clear zones for approaching intersections 

• Provide improved drainage at intersections 

Quail Roost Drive {SW 200TH St) and Krome Avenue {SR 997) MP 9.884 

Location 

The intersection of Quail Roost Drive and Krome Avenue is located within a developed area. The 
northeast and southeast quadrants of the intersection comprise of field areas. A gas station and bank 
is located on the northwest quadrant of the intersection and both have driveways leading onto either 
Quail Roost Drive or Krome Avenue. The quadrant to the southeast also comprises of a 
convenience store and large unpaved parking area with driveways leading to Quail Roost Drive and 
Krome Avenue. Figure 6-14 shows the east approach of the intersection. 
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Figure 6-14: East Approach, Quail Roost Drive and Krome Avenue 

Intersection Geometry 

Krome A venue has a left tum Jane and a shared through and right turn Jane for the north and south 
approaches to the intersection. The east approach of Hainlin Mill Drive consists of a shared left and 
through tum Jane and a right turn Jane and the west approach has one Jane in each direction. It was 
noted that because of the generous roadway width of the east approach, occasionally vehicles 
ignored the intersection configurations and attempted to fit three vehicles abreast at the intersection 
(as shown in Figure 6-14). The vertical and horizontal alignment of the intersection is level and 
straight. 

Traffic Control Devices and Signal Visibility 

Quail Roost Drive and Krome Avenue is a signalized intersection. Signals are shaded with visors 
and signal lenses appear to be clear and bright. There are no back plates present on any of the traffic 
signals. 

Signage 

Street signage includes the presence of advanced warning signs prior to entering the intersection on 
all approaches. Other street sign age includes posted speed signs and state road signs. 

Sight Distance 

Sight distance for turning movements is limited for most of the approaches to the intersection due to 
the presence of structures, utility poles, trees and foliage. 

Pavement Conditions and Markings 

The pavement structure was found to be in poor condition. Evidence of pavement cracking and 
fracture was noted on the roadway. A majority of the tuming radii were also noted to be fragmented 
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and badly deteriorating. White roadway markings on most of the approaches were noted to be either 
badly worn or absent. 

Shoulder and Clear Zone Characteristics 

The paved roadway shoulder on the north and south approaches are approximately two feet in width 
and have evidence of skid marks and wear. The clear zones comprise of several feet of grassed area 
leading up to either a line of utility structures or fencing. The east and west approaches have small 
and uneven roadway shoulders and have either limited clear zones leading to tree and utility lines or 
fencing. 

Drainage 

The Biscayne Drive and Krome Ave intersection shows signs of poor drainage and mn off problems. 
Especially noted was the presence of water in the deteriorated turning radii. 

Roadway Lighting and Utility Services 

There is no roadway lighting present at this intersection or leading up to its approaches. 

Pedestrian Facilities 

There is no presence of pedestrian footpaths on any of the four approaches. 

General Observations 

This intersection was noted as having had several serious rear end crashes either within or near the 
intersection's vicinity. There is the presence of an extra utility pole propped against an existing pole 
in the westbound direction on the east approach. 

Planned Improvements/Improvements Recommended Based on Capacity Analysis 

No improvements are planned at this intersection. The addition of an eastbound left--turn Jane and 
signal modifications were recommended at this intersection based on the results of the capacity 
analysis. 

Recommendations 

Short Term Options 

• Repaint and rc-stripe roadway markings 

• Provide reflective roadway markings at intersections 

• Install back plates on traffic signals to improve visibility 

• Cut back foliage boundary 

Long Term Options 

• Provide lighting at the intersection 

• Upgrade and repair pavement structures, in particular the turning radius of each approach 

• Upgrade and widen paved shoulders for approaching intersections 

• Upgrade and widen clear zones for approaching intersections 
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• Provide improved drainage at intersections 

• Either relocate or provide guardrail or other crash shield for the utility pole on the north side 
of the east approach. 

Eureka Drive (SW 184TH St) and Krome Avenue (SR 997) MP 10.896 

Location 

The intersection of Eureka Drive and Krome Avenue is located within a rural developed area. The 
quadrants to the north of the intersection consist of field areas. A gas station is located on the 
southwest quadrant of the intersection and has driveways leading onto both Eureka Drive and Krome 
A venue. The quadrant to the southeast also comprises of a high-density trees surrounded by a chain 
link fence. Figure 6-15 shows the south approach of the intersection. 

Figure 6-15: South Approach, Eureka Drive and Krome Avenue 

Intersection Geometry 

Krome A venue has a left tum lane and a shared through and right tum lane for the north and south 
approaches to the intersection. Eureka Drive consists of one lane in each direction on the west 
approach, while the east approach has a shared right and through lane and left-tum lane. The 
vertical and horizontal alignment of the intersection is level and straight. 

Traffic Control Devices and Signal Visibility 

Eureka Drive and Krome Avenue is a signalized intersection. Protected-permitted left turn phasing 
is used on Krome Avenue. Signal visibility appears adequate. Signals are shaded with visors and 
signal lenses appear to be clear and bright. There are no back plates present on any of the traffic 
signals. 
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Signage 

Street signage includes the presence of advanced warning signs prior to entering the intersection on 
the no1th and south approaches. The .east and west approaches have no advanced warning signs. 
Other street signage includes posted speed signs and state road signs. 

Sight Distance 

Sight distance for turning movements is poor for most of the approaches to the intersection due to 
the presence of high-density foliage, trees, fencing and utility structures. 

Pavement Conditions and Markings 

A majority of the turning radii were noted to be fragmented and badly deteriorating. White roadway 
markings on most of the approaches were noted to be either badly worn or absent. 

Shoulder and Clear Zone Characteristics 

The paved roadway shoulder on the north and south approaches are approximately two feet in width 
and have evidence of skid marks and wear. The clear zones comprise of several feet of grassed area 
leading up to either a line of lighting structures or development. An abrupt edge drop off from the 
pavement shoulder to the grass area was present on the west side of the south approach. Both east 
and west approaches have several feet of grassed area leading to utility structures, fields or foliage 
boundaries. 

Drainage 

The Eureka Drive and Krome Ave intersection shows some signs of poor drainage and run off 
problems. Especially noted was the presence of water in the deteriorated turning radii. 

Roadway Lighting and Utility Services 

There is no roadway lighting present at this intersection or leading up to its approaches. 

Pedestrian Facilities 

There is no presence of a pedestrian footpath on any of the four approaches to the intersection. 

General Observations 

This intersection is noted as having had several serious angle crashes. 

Planned Improvements/Improvements Recommended Based on Capacity Analysis 

No improvements are planned at this intersection. The addition of a nmthbound right-tum lane is 
recommended by 2010 and the addition of a westbound left-tum lane and signal modifications is 
recommended by 2020 based on the results of the capacity analysis. 

Recommendations 

Short Tem1 Options 

• Repaint andre-stripe roadway markings 

• Provide reflective roadway markings at intersections 
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• Cut back foliage boundary 

• Install back plates on traffic signals to improve visibility 

Long Term Options 

• Provide lighting at the intersection 

• Upgrade and repair pavement structures, in particular the turning radius of each approach 

• Upgrade and widen paved shoulders for approaching intersections 

• Upgrade and widen clear zones for approaching intersections 

• Provide improved drainage at intersections 

Howard Road (SW 136T" St) and Krome Avenue (SA 997) MP 13.895 

Location 

The intersection of Howard Road and Krome A venue is located within a rural area. The areas 
sun·ounding the intersection are vacant farmed fields. Figure 6-16 shows the north approach of the 
intersection. 

Figure 6-16: North Approach, Howard Road and Krome Avenue 

Intersection Geometry 

Howard Road and Krome Avenue form aT-intersection and each of the three approaches consists of 
one lane in each direction. The vertical and horizontal alignment of the intersection is level and 
straight. 

Traffic Control Devices and Signal Visibility 

Howard Road and Krome Avenue is an unsignalized intersection. One stop sign is present on the 
west approach of the intersection. 
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Signage 

Street signage includes the presence of advanced warning signs in both the north and south bound 
directions prior to entering the intersection. No advanced warning signage was noted on the west 
approach. 

Sight Distance 

Sight distance for turning movements is clear for all of the approaches. 

Pavement Conditions and Markings 

Evidence of moderate pavement cracking and fracture was noted on the roadway. Both turning 
radii at west approach of the intersection were also noted to be fragmented and badly deteriorating. 
Roadway markings on all of the approaches were noted to be either badly worn or absent. Several 
dark skid marks were noted in the north bound direction on the south approach indicating delayed 
braking for vehicles following turning vehicles into Howard Road. Roadway shoulders were 
extremely exposed, uneven and worn. 

Shoulder and Clear Zone Characteristics 

The paved roadway shoulder on the north and south approaches are approximately two feet in width 
and show evidence of large dark skid marks and wear. The clear zones comprise of several feet of 
grassed area leading up to either a line of utility structures or field areas. The northbound clear zone 
of the intersection was noted to have a severe edgeline drop-off with the presence of deep skid marks 
indicating that some vehicles are unable or unwilling to stop for left hand turning movements. The 
west approach has a small and uneven roadway shoulder with anywhere between five to fifteen feet 
of grassed area leading to utility structures or field boundaries. 

Drainage 

The Howard Road and Krome Ave intersection shows signs of poor drainage and run off problems. 
Especially noted was the presence of water in the deteriorated turning radii and worn shoulders of 
approaches. 

Roadway Lighting and Utility Services 

There is no roadway lighting present at this intersection or leading up to its approaches. 

Pedestrian Facilities 

There is no presence of pedestrian facilities on any of the approaches. 

General Observations 

This intersection was noted as having had two fatal incidents due to angle crashes. 

Planned Improvements/Improvements Recommended Based on Capacity Analysis 

The FDOT has programmed tum lane additions, improved return radii, and improved lighting, 
signing, and pavement markings at this intersection. Specifically, a left-tum lane will be added to 
the south approach of Krome Avenue. Signalization was recommended at this intersection based on 
the results of the capacity analysis. 
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Recommendations 

Short Tenn Options 

• Repaint andre-stripe roadway markings 

• Provide reflective roadway markings at intersections 

• Level transition from travel way to clear zone 

Long Term Options 

• Provide lighting at the intersection 

• Upgrade and repair pavement structures, in particular the turning radius of each approach 

• Left and right turning lanes into Howard Road from the north and south approaches. 

• Upgrade paved shoulders for approaching intersections 

• Upgrade clear zones for approaching intersections 

• Improve intersection warning and visibility through advanced warning signs and flashing 
lights on stop signs where necessary 

• Provide improved drainage at intersections 

Kendall Drive (SW 88TH St) and Krome Avenue (SR 997) MP 17.431 

Location 

The intersection of Kendall Drive and Krome Avenue is located within a rural developed area. Each 
of the four quadrants of the intersection consists of high-density foliage areas and some 
watercourses. Guardrails also surround the northeast and southeast quadrants. Figure 6-17 shows 
the north approach of the intersection. 

Figure 6-17: North Approach, Kendall Drive and Krome Avenue 
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Intersection Geometry 

Both the north and south approaches of Krome A venue have an exclusive left tum lane, one through 
lane and a right tum lane. The east approach of Kendall Drive has a shared left and through lane plus 
an exclusive right tum lane. This approach is divided by a wide grassed median strip. The west 
approach is considerably nanower than the east approach and has one shared lane for left, through, 
and right tum movements eastbound and one lane westbound. 

Traffic Control Devices and Signal Visibility 

Kendall Drive and Krome Avenue is a signalized intersection. Signal visibility appears adequate. 
Signals are shaded with visors and signal lenses appear to be clear and bright. There are no back 
plates present on any of the traffic signals. There is one yield sign on each of the right tum lanes in 
the east and westbound directions. 

Signage 

Street signage includes the presence of advanced warning signs prior to entering the intersection on 
all approaches. Other street signage includes posted speed signs and state road signs. 

Sight Distance 

Sight distance for turning movements is poor for most of the approaches to the intersection due to 
the presence of high-density foliage and trees. 

Pavement Conditions and Markings 

The turning radii were noted to be showing signs of detedoration. Roadway markings on most of 
the approaches were noted to be either badly worn or absent. 

Shoulder and Clear Zone Characteristics 

The northbound side of Krome Avenue lacks a notable paved roadway shoulder and no clear zone 
due to the presence of the guardrail. The paved roadway shoulder on the southbound side of Krome 
Avenue is approximately two feet in width, has evidence of skid marks and is uneven. The 
southbound clear zone comprises of several feet of grassed or graveled area leading up to foliage 
boundades. 

Drainage 

There are no obvious signs of poor drainage or run off problems within the intersection or 
sunounding area. 

Roadway Lighting and Utility Services 

There are lighting structures present atop the northeast and southwest comer traffic signals. The 
west approach of the intersection also has lighting. 

Pedestrian Facilities 

There is no presence of pedestdan facilities on any of the four approaches to the intersection. 
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General Observations 

This intersection was noted as having one fatal incident, a safety ratio greater than one, some serious 
accidents due to rear ending, angle crashes from disregarding signals and left turn crashes from 
failing to yield. 

Planned Improvements/Improvements Recommended Based on Capacity Analysis 

No improvements are planned at this intersection. The addition of an eastbound left-turn lane, a 
westbound left-tum and left-through shared lane, dual westbound right-tum lanes, southbound dual 
left-turn lanes, and signal timing modifications is recommended based on the results of the capacity 
analysis. 

Recommendations 

Short Term Options 

• Remove yield signs from intersection and have right turns operate through the signal (right-
tum on red) 

• Repaint andre-stripe roadway markings 

• Provide reflective roadway markings at intersections 

• Install back plates on traffic signals to improve visibility 

• Cut back foliage boundary 

Long Tenn Options 

• Increase lighting at the intersection 

• Upgrade and repair pavement structures, in particular the turning radius of each approach 

• Upgrade and widen paved shoulders for approaching intersections 

• Upgrade and widen clear zones for approaching intersections 

Tamiami Trail (SW 8TH St) and Krome Avenue (SR 997) MP 22.430 

Location 

The intersection is located within a developed area. A canal runs westbound along Tamiami Trail. 
There is also a northbound water structure running parallel to Krome A venue. A gas station with a 
truck stop is located at the southeast comer of the intersection, with driveways on both Krome 
Avenue and Tamiami Trail. A tobacco store is located on the southwest corner of the intersection, 
with a driveway on Krome Avenue. A truck service center (although slightly offset from the 
intersection) is also located on the southwest corner of the intersection, also with a driveway on 
Krome Avenue. There is roadway construction present eastbound on Tamiami Trail. Figure 6-17 
shows the north approach of the intersection. 

Intersection Geometry 

The south approach of Krome A venue has a right tum lane and a shared left and through lane, whilst 
the north approach provides an exclusive left tum lane and shared right and through lane. Tamiami 
Trail consists of two through lanes and exclusive left and right turn lanes in each direction. Tamiami 
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Trail is divided down the centerline by a grassed median strip. The vertical and horizontal alignment 
of the intersection is level and straight. 

Traffic Control Devices and Signal Visibility 

Tamiami Trail and Krome A venue is a signalized intersection. Protected-permitted left turn phasing 
is used on Krome Avenue. Signal visibility appears adequate. Signals are shaded with visors and 
signal lenses appear to be clear and bright. There are no back plates present on any of the traffic 
signals. 

Figure 6-18: South Approach towards North, Tamiami Trail and Krome Avenue 

Signage 

Street sign age includes the presence of advanced warning signs prior to entering the intersection on 
all approaches. Other street signage includes posted speed signs and state road signs. 

Sight Distance 

Sight distance for turning movements is limited for most of the approaches to the intersection due to 
foliage boundaries, bridge and road construction and temporary roadside signage. 

Pavement Conditions and Markings 

Portions of the pavement structure were noted to be fragmented and deteriorating. White roadway 
markings on most of the approaches were noted to be either badly worn or absent. 

Shoulder and Clear Zone Characteristics 

The paved roadway shoulders on all approaches are narrow in width, uneven and show evidence of 
wear. The clear zones are limited on each approach with the presence of driveways and roadside 
structures such as guardrails or lighting poles. 
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Drainage 

There appears to be no obvious signs of poor drainage or run off problems within the intersection or 
surrounding area. 

Roadway Lighting and Utility Services 

There is roadway lighting present on both sides of Tamiami trail. 

Pedestrian Facilities 

There is no presence of a pedestrian footpath on any of the four approaches to the intersection. 

General Observations 

This intersection is noted as having had several serious crashes. 

Planned Improvements/Improvements Recommended Based on Capacity Analysis 

The FDOT has programmed turn lane additions, improved return radii, and improved lighting, 
signing, and pavement markings at this intersection. Specifically, a left-turn lane and a right-turn 
lane will be added to the north approach of Krome Avenue and a left-turn lane will be added to the 
south approach of Krome Avenue. No improvements were recommended at this intersection based 
on the results of the capacity analysis. 

Recommendations 

Short Term Options 

• Repaint andre-stripe roadway markings 

• Provide ret1ective roadway markings at intersections 

• Install back plates on traffic signals to improve visibility 

Long Tenn Options 

• Upgrade and repair pavement structures, in particular the turning radius of each approach 

• Upgrade and widen paved shoulders for approaching intersections 

• Upgrade and widen clear zones for approaching intersections 

Okeechobee Road (US27) and Krome Avenue (SR 997) MP 14.275 

The Okeechobee Road and Krome A venue intersection was noted as having had a series of serious 
crashes throughout the study petiod. This is a complex unsignalized intersection between two high
speed facilities. Due to the complexity of this intersection and the issues associated with 
Okeechobee Road that need to be included in an analysis, it is recommended that a detailed traffic 
operations analysis and a signal warrant analysis be conducted at this location. 

SUMMARY 

Based on existing conditions, the following short and long-term counte1measures have been 
established for the intersections along the study corridor. 
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Short Term Options 

• Repaint andre-stripe roadway markings 

• Provide reflective roadway markings at intersections 

• Install back plates on traffic signals to improve visibility 

• Improve intersection warning and visibility through advanced warning signs, reflectors, and 
flashing lights where necessary 

• Level transition from travel way to clear zone at the Howard Road intersection. 

• Cut back foliage boundary 

• Remove yield signs from intersection and have 1ight turns operate through the signal (light
turn on red) at the Kendall Drive intersection 

Long Tenn Options 

• Increase lighting at the intersections 

• Upgrade and repair pavement structures, in particular the turning radius of each approach 

• Upgrade and widen paved shoulders for approaching intersections 

• Upgrade and widen clear zones for approaching intersections 

• Provide improved drainage at intersections 

• Either relocate the utility pole or provide guardrail or other crash shield for the utility pole on 
the noiih side of the east approach at the Quail Roost intersection 

These recommended improvements, along with the programmed improvements by the FDOT and 
the improvements recommended based on the capacity analysis, will provide for consistent features 
and treatments along the study conidor and will provide improved safety and enhanced capacity. 
The implementation procedure for the improvements should be prioritized after conducting a 
cost/benefit analysis and after a careful investigation of alternatives has been conducted. 

Planning Level Cost Estimates 

Based on guidance provided by the FDOT, planning level cost estimates and recommendations were 
provided for several of the potential intersection improvements identified in Table 4-2 and for 
several of the short-term recommended system countermeasures and intersection countermeasures. 

Operational Improvement Recommendations 

The FDOT is currently preparing cost estimates for a number of intersections included in the Krome 
Avenue Corridor. The improvements at these locations consist of adding left-turn lanes on Krome 
Avenue, improved return radii, lighting, signing, and pavement markings at the intersection, 
exclusive right-turn lanes on certain side street approaches, and shoulder improvements on Krome 
Avenue (providing 5-foot paved and 7-foot unpaved shoulders on Krome Avenue for approximately 
1,000 feet north and south of the intersection). Based on this work, an average total construction 
cost estimate of $500,000 for unsignalized intersection improvements and $600,000 for signalized 
intersection improvements was calculated (a contingency is included in the cost estimate). This 
forms the basis for the cost estimates provided below: 
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• Quail Roost Drive/SW 2001
h Street: An eastbound left-turn lane is recommended at this 

intersection. Based on a field review of the site, it appears that the widening on the west 
approach to accommodate the turn lane can be achieved without impacting the existing signal 
poles. Therefore, an approximate cost of $500,000 is recommended at the intersection for 
the addition of the tum lane and the other associated improvements (improved return radii, 
lighting, signing, and pavement markings at the intersection, shoulder improvements on 
Krome Avenue, and drainage improvements). 

• Eureka Drive/SW 184m Street: A northbound right-tum lane and a westbound left-tum lane 
are recommended at this signalized intersection. Based on a field review of the intersection, 
it appears that the widening on the south approach and the east approach to accommodate the 
turn lanes can be achieved without impacting the existing signal poles (the south approach is 
shown in Figure 6-19). Therefore, an approximate cost of $500,000 is recommended at the 
intersection for the addition of the turn lanes and the other associated improvements 
(improved retum radii, lighting, signing, and pavement markings at the intersection, shoulder 
improvements on Krome Avenue, and drainage improvements). 

• Kendall Drive/SW 881
h Street: The addition of an eastbound left-tum lane, a westbound left

tum and left-through shared lane, a second westbound 1ight-turn lane and a second 
southbound left-turn lane are recommended at this signalized intersection. To accommodate 
the additional turn lanes from Kendall Drive (double left-tum lanes and double right-tum 
lanes), Krome Avenue will have to be widened north and south of Kendall Drive intersection. 
This was assumed to occur through the use of auxiliary lanes on Krome Avenue that would 
extend approximately 1,000 feet from the intersection before being tapered back to the 
existing two-lane section. Due to the major reconfiguration of all of the intersection legs, the 
need to relocate the existing traffic signals, the significant drainage issues (a canal runs on 
the east side of Krome A venue and on the north and south sides of Kendall D1ive) and the 
presence of a utility line on the north side of Kendall Drive, an approximate cost of 
$1,000,000 is recommended at this intersection. 

It is noted that clue to the impacts of the proposed improvements at this intersection, a Project 
Development and Environmental Study (PD&E Study) that considers a range of altematives 
would likely need to be completed for construction approval. Therefore, the estimated 
approximate cost should be viewed as a starting point for planning purposes that will likely 
change as detailed alternatives are developed and analyzed. 

• Okeechobee Road/US 27: Signalization of this intersection is recommended. The 
approximate cost of $200,000 is recommended for signalization of the intersection and 
signing and striping leading to the intersection. 
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Figure 6-19: South Approach of Eureka Drive/SW 184"' Street 

System and Intersection Countermeasures 

• Raised pavement markers (RPMs) and improved pavement markings: The cost to purchase 
and install RPMs and improve the existing pavement markings in the study area is estimated 
to be approximately $225,000. This estimated cost does not include the lengths of Krome 
Avenue that will be impacted by the five intersections programmed for improvement (it was 
assumed the five intersections programmed for improvement would have RPMs and 
improved pavement markings included in the project). It is noted that this cost estimate 
should be modified when a striping plan is updated 

• Signal backplates: The cost to purchase and install traffic signal backplates at the five 
intersections on Krome Avenue not programmed for improvement (it was assumed the other 
intersections already programmed for improvement would have backplates included in the 
project) is estimated to be approximately $15,000 for all of the intersections. 

• Several shoulder improvements will be addressed as part of the FDOT programmed 
improvements and as part of the intersection improvements recommended based on the 
capacity analysis. It is therefore recommended that the FDOT perform shoulder 
improvements (repave, level, etc) on the remaining p01tions of Krome A venue as part of a 
routine maintenance program. 
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7. Conclusions 

In summary, it is clear that traffic volume growth and increasing levels of congestion have 
contributed to driver frustration and attempts to make risky passing maneuvers on Krome Avenue. 
This has probably led to an increase in the number and severity of crashes in the corridor. Short of 
widening the highway to a four lane divided section, there are a number of congestion and safety 
countermeasures that could be considered in the short-term and long-term that will enhance mobility 
and safety in the corridor. (Some of these improvements are consistent with the previously approved 
Action Plan and some of them are in addition to the Action Plan improvements.) However, there are 
four factors that, in combination, argue for the consideration of widening Krome Avenue to a four 
lane divided section: 

• The fact that Krome A venue is on the Florida Intrastate Highway System and the 
requirement that it be designated as controlled-access facility with a cross-section that 
provides for at least four lanes with a restrictive median . 

. 4 

• The likelihood that the high percentage of trucks that use the entire length of the corridor 
contribute to an increase in crash severity when trucks are involved in crashes. 

• The increasing levels of roadway and intersection congestion and the difficulty in mitigating 
these levels of congestion short of providing for additional north-south through movement 
capacity. 

• The crash experience on Krome Avenue exceeds the statewide average for this type of 
roadway. The high number of crashes and the increase in crash severity (as demonstrated by 
an increase in the number of fatal crashes largely due to head-on and angle collisions) that 
likely would be mitigated by physically separating the directions of travel with a median. 

For these reasons, it is recommended that a Project Development and Environment process be 
conducted to consider the range of solutions for improving the operational and safety characteristics 
of Krome Avenue. This PD&E study should consider the potential improvements that have been 
suggested by this corridor study (including the possibility of traffic signals) and additional 
improvements that may come from the public involvement effort that occurs during the PD&E 
study. 

The following countermeasures have been identified for implementation in the short and long terms 
basis: 

System Countermeasures Recommendations 

As the need for these treatments occurs throughout the length of Krome Avenue (to varying 
degrees), the treatments should be considered for application on the entire corridor. 

Short-Term 

• Raised pavement markers (RPMs), improved pavement markings, and use of reflective tape 
on signposts. This treatment will have the lowest cost and can likely be implemented in the 
shortest period of time. 

• Provide a smooth transition to the clear zone. This consists of leveling edge drop-offs 
between the paved portion of the roadway and the unpaved (either gravel or grass) portion of 
the clear zone. Figure 6-2, Figure 6-3, and Figure 6-4 show examples of edge drop-offs on 
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Krome Avenue. FDOT Standard Index 105 (shown in Figure 6-5) provides guidance on 
treatments used to provide a smooth transition to the clear zone. These treatments can be 
part of a roadway maintenance program. 

• Improve the condition of existing shoulders. As recommended in the Krome Avenue Action 
Plan, widen the paved shoulders to 10 feet approaching intersections and railroads from 
Avocado Drive to Kendall Drive and provide 5-foot paved and 5-foot tuned shoulders from 
Kendall Drive to Okeechobee Road. A lower cost option for this alternative is to fix the 
existing shoulders (repave or regrade) on Krome Avenue. · 

Long-Term 

• Evaluate the feasibility of changing the existing two-lane undivided Krome Avenue corridor 
to include: 

o Four-lane median separated sections; 

o Passing lanes; and/or 

o A median Separated Two-Lane ~ection. 

• Provision of the widest feasible clear zone and improved shoulder design. 

• Upgrade Krome Avenue to controlled access facility standards (previously defined). 

• Provision of a roadway lighting system in the corridor. 

Intersection Countermeasures Recommendations 

Based on existing conditions, the following short and long-term countermeasures have been 
established for the intersections along the study corridor. 

Short Term Options 

• Repaint andre-stripe roadway markings 

• Provide reflective roadway markings at intersections 

• Install back plates on traffic signals to improve visibility 

• Improve intersection warning and visibility through advanced warning signs, reflectors, and 
flashing lights where necessary 

• Level transition from travel way to clear zone at the Howard Road intersection. 

• Cut back foliage boundary 

• Remove yield signs from intersection and have right turns operate through the signal (right
turn on red) at the Kendall Drive intersection 

Long Term Options 

• Increase lighting at the intersections 

• Upgrade and repair pavement structures, in particular the turning radius of each approach 

• Upgrade and widen paved shoulders for approaching intersections 

• Upgrade and widen clear zones for approaching intersections 

• Provide improved drainage at intersections 
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• Either relocate the utility pole or provide guatdrail or other crash shield for the utility pole on 
the north side of the east approach at the Quail Roost intersection 

These recommended improvements, along with the programmed improvements by the FDOT 
and the improvements recommended based on the capacity analysis, will provide for consistent 
features and treatments along the study corridor and will provide improved safety and enhanced 
capacity. The implementation procedure for the improvements should be prioritized after 
conducting a cost/benefit analysis and after a careful investigation of alternatives has been 
conducted. 
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File Number: 020550 File Type: Resolution Status: Adopted 
Version: 0 Reference: R-199-02 Control: 

File Name: AMEND CDMP PROCESS TO ALLOW WIDENING OF Introduced: 
KROME AVE. 2/26/2002 

Requester: NONE Cost: Final Action: 2/26/2002 

Agenda Date: 2/26/2002 Agenda Item Number: 602D 

Notes: Title: RESOLUTION INSTRUCTING THE COUNTY MANAGER TO EXPEDITE THE 
COMPREHENSIVE DEVELOPMENT MASTER PLAN ("CDMP") 
AMENDMENT PROCESS TO ALLOW THE WIDENING OF KROME AVENUE 
IN MIAMI-DADE COUNTY AS A FOUR LANE ROAD, INCLUDING AS 
APPROPRIATE FILING AN APPLICATION TO AMEND THE CDMP IN THE 
OCTOBER 2001 CYCLE 

Indexes: CDMP Sponsors: Dr. Miriam Alonso, Prime Sponsor 
TRAFFIC FLOW 

Sunset Provision: No Effective Date: Expiration Date: 

Registered Lobbyist: None Listed 

Legislative History 

Acting Body Date Agenda Item Action Sent To Due Date Returned Pass/Fail 

Board of County Commissioners 2/26/2002 6020 Adopted p 

REPORT: (See Report Uncer Agenda Item 602A) 

Legislative Text 

TITLE 
RESOLUTION INSTRUCTING THE COUNTY MANAGER TO EXPEDITE THE 
COMPREHENSIVE DEVELOPMENT MASTER PLAN ("CDMP") AMENDMENT PROCESS TO 
ALLOW THE WIDENING OF KROME AVENUE IN MIAMI-DADE COUNTY AS A FOUR LANE 
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THE OCTOBER 2001 CYCLE 
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BODY 
WHEREAS, within the past week there have been three or more accidents along Krome A venue that 
have resulted in several fatalities; and 
WHEREAS, it is of official concern to Miami-Dade County that Krome Avenue be as safe as possible 
to the traveling public, since protection of human life must be our number one priority; and 
WHEREAS, the Miami-Dade County CDMP must be amended to allow the widening of Krome 
Avenue; and 
WHEREAS, section 2-116.1, Code ofMiami-Dade County, allows this Board to direct the filing of a 
special schedule application for consideration in the October 2001 CDMP amendment cycle, 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF 
MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA, that the County Manager is hereby directed to expedite the 
Comprehensive Development Master Plan ("CDMP") amendment process to include the widening of 
Krome Avenue in Miami-Dade County, as a four lane road, including, as appropriate, the filing of an 
application to amend the CDMP for consideration in the October 2001 CDMP amendment cycle. 
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lFflQAL FU con 
CLERK 0F THE BOARO 

ORDINANCE NO. 02-198 OF COUNTY COMMISSIONER~ 
DADE COUtlTY, FlOitOA 

ORDINANCE RELATING TO MIAMI-DADE COUNTY 
COMPREHENSNE DEVELOPMENT MASTER PLAN; 
PROVIDING DISPOSITION OF APPLICATIONS FILED IN 
OCTOBER 2001 CYCLE TO AMEND, MODIFY, ADD TO OR 
CHANGE COMPREHENSIVE DEVELOPMENT MASTER 
PLAN; PROVIDING SEVERABILITY, EXCLUSION FROM 
THE CODE AND AN EFFECTIVE DATE 

WHEREAS, this Board has provided a procedure (codified as Section 2-116.1 of the 

Code of Miami-Dade County, Florida) to amend, modify, add to or change the Miami-Dade 

County Comprehensive Development Master Plan (CDMP); and 

WHEREAS, Miami-Dade County's procedures reflect and comply with the procedures 

for adopting or amending local comprehensive plans as set forth in Section 163, Part II, Florida 

States; and 

WHEREAS, fourteen CDMP amendment applications were filed by private parties with 

the Miami-Dade County Department of Planning and Zoning on or before October 31, 2001, and 

are contained in the document titled ''October 200 I Applications to Amend the Comprehensive 

Development Master Plan" dated December 5, 2001; and 

WHEREAS, Application No. 15 was filed by the Miami-Dade County Department of 

Planning and Zoning on February 25, 2002, and is contained in the Department's Initial 

Recommendations report addressing the October 200 I Applications, published on February 25, 

2002;and 

WHEREAS, Application No. 16 was filed by the Miami-Dade County Department of 

Planning and Zoning on February 28, 2002, as directed by the Board of County Commissioners 

in Resolution No. R -199-02 adopted on February 26, 2002; and 

MIAMI-DADE CO. 
02-2 (adopted) 
SHELF COPY 
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WHEREAS, affected Community Councils, the Planning Advisory Board and the 

Department of Planning and Zoning have acted in accordance with the referenced State and 

County procedures and have accepted applications, held public hearings and transmitted 

recommendations for disposition of such applications to this Board; and 

WHEREAS, on May 30, 2002, this board, by Resolution, instructed the County Manager 

to transmit certain applications to the Florida Department of Community Affairs (DCA) pursuant 

to Section 163.3184(3), F.S.; and 

WHEREAS the DCA reviewed certain applications at the request of this Board and has 

transmitted written comments pursuant to Section 163.3184 (6)(c ), F.S.; and 

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners must take final action to Adopt, Adopt 

With Change or Not Adopt amendment applications no later than sixty (60) days after receipt of 

written comments from DCA addressing the applications(s); and 

WHEREAS, all existing lawful u.ses and zoning in effect prior to a CDMP amendment 

are deemed to remain consistent with the CDMP as amended unless the Board of County 

Commissioners, in conjunction with a particular zoning action, finds such preexisting zoning or 

uses to be inconsistent with the CDMP based upon a planning study addressing the criteria set 

forth in the CDMP; and 

WHEREAS, the approval of an amendment to the CDMP does not assure favorable 

action upon any application for zoning or other land use approval but is part of the overall land 

use policies of the County; and 

WHEREAS, any application for zoning or other land use approval involves the 

application of the County's overall land use policies to the particular request under consideration; 

and 
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WHEREAS, the County's overall land use policies include, but are not limited to, the 

CDMP in its entirety and the County's land development regulations; and 

WHEREAS, this Board has conducted the public hearings required by the referenced 

procedures preparatory to enactment of this ordinance; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY 

COMMISSIONERS OF MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA: 

Section 1. All matters set forth in the preamble are found to be true and are hereby 

incorporated by reference as if set forth verbatim and adopted. 

Section 2. This Board hereby desires to take further action on all or some of the pending 

applications filed for review during the October 2001 cycle for amendments, modifications, 

additions, or changes to the Miami-Dade County Comprehensive Development Master Plan as 

follows: 

Application Applicant/Representative 
Number Location (Size) 

2 

REQUESTED CHANGE TO THE CDMP LAND USE PLAN MAP, 
POLICIES OR TEXT 
Victor Posner, The Raven Holding Corp., Security Management Corp., 
and Golden Glades Acquisition Corp./ David P. Lederman, Esq. 
Between theoretical NW 3 A venue and theoretical NW 6 Court, Between 
NW 177 Street and NW 7 Ave. Extension. (32.5 acres) 
Subarea I 
FROM: MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL (13 to 25 DU/Ac.) 
TO: INDUSTRIAL and OFFICE (14.1 Acres) 
Subarea 2 
FROM: BUSINESS AND OFFICE 
TO: INDUSTRIAL AND OFFICE (14.3 Acres) 
Subarea 3 
FROM: MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL (13 to 25 DUlAc.) 
TO: BUSINESS and OFFICE (4.1 Acres) 

FINAL COMMISSION 
ACTION 

Adopted 



Application 
Number 

5 

9 

II 

12 

13 

15 

16 

A pp I icant/Representati ve 
Location (Size) 
REQUESTED CHANGE TO THE CDMP LAND USE 
PLAN MAP, POLICIES OR TEXT 
April Realty, LTD A Florida limited partnership/Juan J. 
Mayo!, Jr., Esq. and Ines Marrero-Prieques, Esq. 
North frontage ofSW 42 Street (Bird Road) and between SW 
129 and 130 Avenues (4.176 Acres) 
FROM: LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL (2.5 to 
6.0/DU/Ac.) 
TO: BUSINESS and OFFICE 
Pelican Bay Development, Inc./ Jeffrey Bercow, Esq. And 
Ben Fernandez Esq. 
Southeast comer ofSW 200 Street and SW 127 Ave. (9.99 
Acres) 
FROM: LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL (2.5 to 6.0 
DUlAc.) 
TO: BUSINESS and OFFICE 
Miami-Dade County Department of Planning and Zoning/ 
Diane O'Quinn Williams, Director 
TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT, Traffic Circulation 
Subelement; and LAND USE ELEMENT, Land Use Plan 
map: Delete the segment of SW 85 Avenue between SW 213 
and 216 Streets from Figures I and 3 in the Traffic 
Circulation Subelement and the Land Use Plan rna . 
Miami-Dade County Department of Planning and Zoning/ 
Diane O'Quinn Williams, Director 
LAND USE ELEMENT 
Revise the Population Estimates and Projections by replacing 
Figure 6. 
Miami-Dade County Department of Planning and 
Zoning/Diane O'Quinn Williams-Director 
LAND USE ELEMENT 
Revise text relating to Business and Office strips and nodes. 
Miami-Dade County Department of Planning and 
Zoning/Diane O'Quirtn Williams, Director 
LAND USE ELEMENT 
Revise text relating to "Parks and Recreation" Land Use Plan 
map category 

Miami-Dade County Department of Planning and 
Zoning/Diane O'Quinn Williams, Director 
Change Plan designations of Krome Avenue (SR 997/SW 
177 Avenue), between US-27 and SW 328 Street, as follows; 
LAND USE ELEMENT, Land Use Plan map: Change from 
Minor Roadway (2 lanes) to Major Roadway (3 or more 
lanes); and TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT, Traffic 
Circulation Subelement, Figure I, "Planned Year 20 15 
Roadway Network: " Change from 2 lanes to 4 lanes 

Substitute 
Special Item No. 1 
Page4 

FINAL COMMISSION 
ACTION 

Adopt with change by extending 
I block west to SW !32 Ave. 

and by changing the LUP map 
designation to Office/Residential 
as recommended by Community 

Council Ten 

Adopted with acceptance of 
declaration of rl:strictions 

Adopted 

Adopted 

Adopted 

Adopted with changes as 
recommended by the 

Department of Planning and 
Zoning in the Revised 

Recommendations Report and 
modified by the Corrected Errata 
and Supplement to the Revised 

Recommendations Report. 

Adopted with changes as 
recommended by the 
Department of Planning and 
Zoning in the Revised 
Recommendations Report and 
modified by the Corrected Errata 
and Supplement to the Revised 
Recommendations Rep<lrt, 
which includes changes to Land 



Application 
Number 

Applicant/Representative 
Location (Size) 
REQUESTED CHANGE TO THE CDMP LAND USE 
PLAN MAP, POLICIES OR TEXT 

Substitute 
Special Item No. 1 
Page 5 

FINAL COMMISSION 
ACTION 

Use Element Policies 3F, 3G, 
and 3H, as well as new Policy 
4E in the Traffic Circulation 
Subelement (including the word 
"other" in Land Use Policy 3F as 
stated on the record) to approve 
the designation of Krome 
A venue as four Janes between 
US 27 and SW 296th Street. 
The motion also includes the 
following items, nol originally in 
the application: 

• To request the FOOT to 
submit a plan for expedited 
funding and construction 

• To provide a specific time 
frame for that expediting; 

• To request FDOT to include 
a median 

• To ask both FDOT and the 
County Manager to present 
to the Commission a plan 
for increased safety on 
Krome A venue to take 
effect at the most immediate 
time possible. 

Section 3. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause or provision of this ordinance is 

held invalid, the remainder of this ordinance shall not be affected thereby. If any application, or 

portion of an application is found to be not in compliance pursuant to Section 163.3184, F.S., the 

remainder of the application subject to such a finding, and the remaining applications adopted by 

this ordinance shall not be affected thereby. 

Section 4. It is the intention of the Board of County Commissioners, and it is hereby 

ordained that the provisions of this ordinance shall be excluded from the Code of Miami-Dade 

County, Florida. 

Section 5. This ordinance shall become effective ten (1 0) days after the date of 

enactment, unless vetoed by the Mayor, and if vetoed, shall become effective only upon an 

({ 



' . Substitute 
Special Item No. 1 
Page 6 

override by this Board, however, the effective date of any plan amendment shall be in 

accordance with the following language which is included at the request of the Florida 

Department of Community Affairs without any admission by Miami-Dade County of the 

authority of the Department of Community Affairs or any other governmental entity to request or 

require such language; "The effective date of any plan amendment approved by this ordinance 

shall be the date a final order is issued by the Department of Community Affairs or 

Administration Commission finding the amendment in compliance in accordance with Section 

163 .3184(1 )(b), Florida Statutes, whichever occurs earlier. No development orders, 

development permits, or land uses dependent on such amendment may be issued' or conunence 

before it has become effective. If a final order of noncompliance is issued by the Administration 

Commission, this amendment may nevertheless be made effective by adoption of a resolution 

affirming its effective status, a copy of which resolution shall be filed with the Clerk of the 

Board and sent to the Department of Community Affairs, Division of Resource Planning and 

Management, Plan Processing Team. The Department's notice of intent to find a plan 

amendment in compliance shall be deemed to be a final order if no timely petition challenging 

the amendment is filed." 

Section 6. This ordi_n~ce does not contain a sunset provision. 

PASSEDANDADOPTED: OCT f 0 Z002 

Approved by County Attorney as 
to form and legal sufficiency: f.A6 

Prepared by: 

Robert L. Krawcheck 

/2-



MIAMI-DADE 

Empowerment Trust, Inc. 

October 22, 2004 

Ms. Monica Diez 
Project Manager 

Partnering for Progress 

Florida Department of Transportation 
1000 North West 111 Avenue 
Room 6103 
Miami, Florida 33172 

Dear Ms. Diez: 

ru~®rEow~~ 
~ NOV 2 2 2004 U 

By 

Thank you for your presentation at the October meeting of the Homestead Empowerment Zone 
Neighborhood Assembly (HEZNA) regarding the expansion and transportation plans for Krome 
Avenue. The HEZNA support small businesses, community development corporations and 
community projects that are backed and maintained by residents and that address the needs of the 
entire community. We understand the vital role transportation and accessibility play in the 
growth of a small business and the revitalization of a community. We thank you for your efforts 
in improving the aforementioned for the businesses and residents of Homestead. 

On behalf of the HEZNA, I offer our support and endorsement of the Florida Department of 
Transportation (FDOT) Krome A venue Development Project. As residents of Homestead we are 
painfully aware of the dangers and congestion issues related to traveling Krome Avenue. We 
know the expansion of Krome A venue will be extremely beneficial to the community and is long 
overdue. We applaud FDOT and URS in their efforts to make travel to and throughout our 
community safe with less congestion. 

As~ life long resident of forty-nine years, Chairman of the HEZNA, and a local business owner, 
I would like to participate on the Community Involvement committee for this project. I know my 
extensive knowledge of the needs of the business community and the residential community in 
Homestead will be greatly beneficial to FDOT and URS. If you require any additional 
infonnation, or if I can be of further assistance please do not hesitate to contact me at 
(305) 247-4535. Thank you for consideration in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

-f-~--
Gary Ferguson 
Chainnan 
Homestead Empowerment Zone Neighborhood Assembly 

Cc: Homestead Empowerment Zone Neighborhood Assembly Members 
Bryan K. Finnie, President/CEO Miami Dade Empowerment Trust 
Aundra C. Wallace, Vice President/Managing Director Miami Dade Empowerment Trust 
Julio Boucle, Consultant Project Manager, URS Corporation 

3050 Btscayne Boul~vard, Suite 300 
Miami, Florida 33137 

P: (305) 372-7620 • F: (305) 372-7629 



September 13, 2005 

TO: Hedda Acosta 

FROM: Mary Finlan 

RE: Krome A venue 

Pages: 2 

On behalf of the Board of Directors of the Greater Homestead/Florida City Chamber of 
Commerce, I would like to express support of the expansion/widening ofKrome Avenue 
to four lanes for the entire length of the roadway. We do not believe the currently 
planned improvements will address the greater problems that growth will bring in the 
future, or the current high incidence of traffic accidents on Krome A venue. The following 
page of this document contains a copy of a resolution passed by the Board of Directors at 
their April 18, 2002 meeting. Their position has not changed to date. 

The Greater Homestead/Florida City Chamber of Commerce 
43 North Krome Avenue Homestead, Florida 33030 Phone 305-247-2332 



The undersigned, The Greater Homestead/Florida City Chamber of Commerce, 
does here certify that the following resolution was duly adopted at a meeting duly 
called and held on April 18t\ 2002. 

A resolution from the Board of Directors of the Greater Homestead/Florida 
City Chamber of Commerce in support of the expansion of Krome Avenue to 
four lanes. 

WHEREAS, Krome A venue has been declared one of the most dangerous roads 
in South Florida, and 

WHEREAS, twenty per cent of all traffic deaths on State Roads in Miami-Dade 
County happen on Krome Avenue, and 

WHEREAS, the number of traffic fatalities on Krome Avenue has increased each 
year since 1998, and 

WHEREAS, six people were killed in traffic accidents on Krome A venue in the 
first seven weeks of 2002, and 

WHEREAS, the Florida Department of Transportation has recommended the 
expansion of Krome A venue to four lanes, 

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED this 18th day of April, 2002, that the Board 
of Directors of the Greater Homestead/Florida City Chamber of Commerce does 
hereby support the expansion of Krome A venue to four lanes. 

The Greater Homestead/Florida City Chamber of Commerce 
43 North Krome Avenue Homestead, Florida 33030 Phone 305-247-2332 



August 11, 2006 

Vilma Croft, P .E. 
FDOT Project Manager 
1000 NW 111 Avenue 
Room 6103 
Miami, Florida 33172 

Dear Ms. Croft, 

RECEIVED 
PLEMO 

AUG 16 2006 

DEPT. OF TRANSPORTATION 
MIAMI, FLORIDA 

The Vision Council Board of Directors recently voted to endorse a four lane, divided highway option 
for 177th Avenue (Krome Avenue) in the area from SW 136th Street to SW 296th Street. 

Krome Avenue is a major economic corridor serving the Deep South Miami Dade area. It serves the 
agricultural and tourism sectors of our economy as well as the mobility needs of the citizens. It is 
imperative that we preserve its capacity to serve local business needs even as rapid residential growth 
in the region places more and more traffic on the road. According to our research, FDOT data traffic 
counts at three locations on Krome A venue increased approximately 7. 7 percent during the past year. 

We are convinced four-laning is the sensible solution to the Krome Avenue issue. It will increase the 
road's day-to-day capacity and- in our opinion- provide a safer roadway. Additionally, it will 
expand hurricane evacuation capability and assist in post hurricane recovery efforts. Vision Council 
has yet select which of the two four-lane alternatives we will ultimately support as the Board feels it 
needs to know more about the design aspects of the two alternatives and their impact on the 
community. 

Vision Council was formed in 1987 as a non-profit corporation designed to attract and to retain 
business and industry in the southern most part of Miami-Dade County. It is a public-private 
organization that acts as a focal point for development activities in conjunction with the cities oh 
Homestead and Florida City, the County and other complimentary organizations. Through an 
affiliated corporation, Vision Foreign Trade Zone, Inc., we hold the Grant to operate a 1,000-acre 
Foreign Trade Zone in east Homestead. 

If you have any questions, I can be contacted via e-mail at mrichardson@visioncouncil.com or by 
phone at 305-247-7082. 

Michael E. Richardson 
President/CEO 

43 North Krome Avenue • Homestead, Florida 33030 
(305) 24 7-7082 • Fax (305) 24 7-9976 • info@visioncouncil.com 



BPAC RESOLUTION #5-2007 

A RESOLUTION 'SUPPORTING THE KROME TRAIL PROJECT AND 
RECOMMENDING THAT THE TRAIL BE INCLUDED IN THE FINAL 
FOOT PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL STUDY 

WHEREAS, the Miami-Dade Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) Governing Board has 
established the Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) to advise it on bicycle/pedestrian 
matters; and 

WHEREAS, whereas, the Florida Department of Transportation. is developing a Project Development 
and Environmental study for the Krome Ave widening from SW 296 St to SW 136 St that incJudes a 
separate paved path within the project right-of-way; 

WHEREAS, the Kroro.e Trail is included in the South Dade Greenways Network Master Plan that was 
developed by the Redland Conservancy and adopted by the Miami-Dade MPO as part of the bicycle 
facilities plan; 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE OF THE METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION FOR THE MIAMI 
URBANIZED AREA: the BP AC supports the Krome Trail project and recommends that the trail be 
included in the final FDOT project development and environmental study. 

The foregoing resolution was offered by Gabrielle Redfern, who moved its adoption. The motion was 
seconded by Susan Kairalla, and being put to a vote, the vote was as follows: 

Gabrielle Redfern - aye 
Susan Kairalla- aye 

Larry Thorson - aye 
Ted Silver- aye 

Eric Tullberg- aye 
Jorge Quadreny- aye 

The Chair thereupon declared the resolution duly passed and adopted this 21~1 day of March, 2007. 

BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE (BPAC) 

BY~~ /l~W\o 
David Henderson, BP AC Secretariat 



CITY OF FLORIDA CITY, FLORIDA 
RESOLUTION NUMBER 09-03 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF FLORIDA CITY IN 
OPPOSITION TO THE STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION PLANS AND THEIR EFFORTS TO DESIGN AND BUILD A 
LIMITED ACCESS, HIGH SPEED INTRASTATE HIGHWAY BETWEEN SW 328TH 
STREET AND US HIGHWAY 1 IN FLORIDA CITY; PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE 
DATE. 

WHEREAS, The City of Florida City is at the southern end of the peninsula 
and Krome Avenue terminates at the southern edge of the City; and 

WHEREAS, Krome Avenue in Florida City is used by families as a convenient 
transportation corridor as they are traveling from one part of the City to another; and 

WHEREAS, Krome Avenue in Florida City is used by local agriculture interests 
to access the State Farmers' Market on a continuing basis, and 

WHEREAS, Krome Avenue carries very little non-local traffic in a northward 
direction from its intersection with US 1 to SW 3281

h Street, and 

WHEREAS, Krome Avenue carries very little non-local traffic in a southward 
direction from SW 3281

h Street to US 1, except for the slow-moving agriculture 
trucking interests accessing the State Farmers' Market; and 

WHEREAS, a limited access, high-speed Florida Intrastate Highway System 
Krome Avenue corridor is not in the best interest of the citizens and agriculture 
community of South Miami-Dade County, and 

WHEREAS, the City has requested relief in the form of design changes from 
the Department of Transportation and only a few design changes have been shown 
to us, and 

WHEREAS, the City. is very concerned that the design will be completed by 
the Department of Transportation with insufficient modifications to address our 
ISSUeS. 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE MAYOR AND THE CITY 
COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF FLORIDA CITY, FLORIDA THAT: 

Section 1: The City of Florida City wishes to go on record in opposition to the 
design last presented to the City by the State of Florida Department of 
Transportation that includes raised medians limiting left turns onto and 
from Krome Avenue. On May 7, 2008, at a public meeting in Florida 
City, the design presented to merchants and property owners showed 



RESOLUTION NO: 09-03 

no raised medians except for stacking lanes at intersections. The City 
is opposed to all medians and requests that the final design incorporate 
no raised medians. 

Section 2: The City requests that the Department of Transportation reclassify the 
section of Krome Avenue between US 1 and SW 3281

h Street to a 
classification level that allows four lanes with an open center right and 
left turn lane. Krome Avenue in Florida City should not be a high
speed, limited access highway. 

Section 3: This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon adoption. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Mayor and Commission of the City of Florida City 
on the 27TH DAY OF JANUARY, 2009. 



RESOLUTION NO: 09-03 

Motion to adopt by Comm. Berry****** seconded by Comm. Butler******** 

FINAL VOTE AT ADOPTION 

Mayor Otis T. Wallace _Y_e_s __ 

Vice Mayor Daurell Dorsett Absent 

Commissioner Eugene D. Berry__._y=e-=5 __ 

Commissioner Sharon Butler __..._Y.:...e~s __ 
Commissioner R. S. Shiver _.:::..Y.!:::.e.::.!-s __ 



SR-997/ SW 177th Avenue/Krome Avenue (South) PD&E Study 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX D 
 

High Crash Segment Lists 
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                                             FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION                           
                                             HIGH CRASH ROADWAY SEGMENTS FOR 1999                                        
   NUMB COSECSUB   BMP     EMP     ROAD LNGTH SYSTEM  LANES CRASHS ADT  ACTUAL  CRITICAL  RATIO  FTL  INJ  PRTY     TOTAL  98 97

     60 87150000   5.342   8.323 S  997 2.981 FAP R  2       32  12,078   2.435   1.016   2.396    1   46    9    $7004800 87 88
     47 87150000   8.385  11.086 S  997 2.701 FAP R  2       33  12,257   2.730   1.028   2.655    1   32   14    $7223700 85 99
     46 87150000  11.539  14.395 S  997 2.856 FAP R  2       16  10,900   1.408   1.038   1.356    0   19    5    $3502400 88 00

                        
                                             HIGH CRASH ROADWAY SEGMENTS FOR 2000  
   NUMB COSECSUB    BMP     EMP   STROAD   LENGTH   CC  CRASHES     ADT  ACTUAL AVERAGE CONLV    FTL    INJ   PRTY  CL-1  CL-2  CL-3

    409 87150000   3.693   4.093 SR  997    0.400 S-2UN       9  13,701   4.499   1.308 99.99      0      9      3
    266 87150000   9.737  10.001 SR  997    0.264 R-2DP      10  14,299   7.257   1.341 99.99      0      9      5
    138 87150000  13.701  14.201 SR  997    0.500 R-2UN      15  12,200   6.737   0.621 99.99      4     34      2

   
                                             HIGH CRASH ROADWAY SEGMENTS FOR 2001         
   NUMB COSECSUB    BMP     EMP   STROAD   LENGTH   CC  CRASHES     ADT  ACTUAL AVERAGE CONLV    FTL    INJ   PRTY  CL-1  CL-2  CL-3
 
    354 87150000   9.737  10.001 SR  997    0.264 R-2DP      10  14,599   7.108   1.566 99.99      0      8      3
    454 87150000  10.733  11.001 SR  997    0.268 R-2DP       8  14,561   5.616   1.566 99.99      0      6      4
    149 87150000  11.801  12.101 SR  997    0.300 R-2UN      11  14,500   6.928   0.641 99.99      2     15      2
    150 87150000  13.701  14.101 SR  997    0.400 R-2UN      14  14,500   6.613   0.641 99.99      0     14      6

  
                                             HIGH CRASH ROADWAY SEGMENTS FOR 2002         
   NUMB COSECSUB    BMP     EMP   STROAD   LENGTH   CC  CRASHES     ADT  ACTUAL AVERAGE CONLV    FTL    INJ   PRTY  CL-1  CL-2  CL-3
 
   551 87150000   4.247   4.446 SR  997    0.199 S-2DP       8  16,200   6.798   2.490 99.90      1     12      2
   401 87150000   7.737   7.990 SR  997    0.253 R-2DP       9  16,463   5.920   1.543 99.99      0      3      7

 
                                              HIGH CRASH ROADWAY SEGMENTS FOR 2003         
   NUMB COSECSUB    BMP     EMP   STROAD   LENGTH   CC  CRASHES     ADT  ACTUAL AVERAGE CONLV    FTL    INJ   PRTY  CL-1  CL-2  CL-3

    349 87150000   3.693   4.093 SR  997    0.400 S-2UN      12  15,933   5.158   1.262 99.99      0      8      5
    310 87150000   6.720   6.976 SR  997    0.256 R-2DP      11  16,000   7.357   1.521 99.99      0      7      9
    410 87150000   7.737   7.990 SR  997    0.253 R-2DP       9  16,263   5.992   1.521 99.99      0     17      2
    387 87150000  10.733  11.001 SR  997    0.268 R-2DP      10  16,169   6.322   1.521 99.99      0      7      5
    197 87150000  13.701  14.101 SR  997    0.400 R-2UN      11  15,500   4.860   0.608 99.99      0     18      4

                                              HIGH CRASH ROADWAY SEGMENTS FOR 2004         
   NUMB COSECSUB    BMP     EMP   STROAD   LENGTH   CC  CRASHES     ADT  ACTUAL AVERAGE CONLV    FTL    INJ   PRTY  CL-1  CL-2  CL-3

    494 87150000   3.693   4.093 SR  997    0.400 S-2UN       9  17,898   3.444   1.119 99.99      0      8      3
    483 87150000   4.247   4.446 SR  997    0.199 S-2DP      10  18,399   7.482   2.487 99.99      0     11      5
    431 87150000   5.342   5.547 SR  997    0.205 R-2DP       9  18,400   6.536   1.782 99.99      0     17      2
    563 87150000   8.750   8.993 SR  997    0.243 R-2DP       8  19,600   4.601   1.782 99.75      0      6      5
    192 87150000   9.737  10.001 SR  997    0.264 R-2DP      19  19,600  10.060   1.782 99.99      0     16 
 

                                               HIGH CRASH ROADWAY SEGMENTS FOR 2005         
    NUMB COSECSUB    BMP     EMP   STROAD   LENGTH   CC  CRASHES     ADT  ACTUAL AVERAGE CONLV    FTL    INJ   PRTY  CL-1  CL-2  CL-3
    500 87150000   5.707   5.962 SR  997    0.255 R-2DP       8  15,300   5.617   1.757 99.99      0      6      4
    501 87150000   6.720   6.976 SR  997    0.256 R-2DP       8  15,300   5.595   1.757 99.99      0      8      4
    400 87150000   7.737   7.990 SR  997    0.253 R-2DP      10  15,212   7.118   1.757 99.99      0      5      8
    227 87150000   9.737  10.001 SR  997    0.264 R-2DP      15  15,100  10.309   1.757 99.99      0      9      9
    201 87150000  10.733  11.001 SR  997    0.268 R-2DP      16  15,100  10.832   1.757 99.99      0      6     11
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High-Crash-Segment_Krome.txt

                                               HIGH CRASH ROADWAY SEGMENTS FOR 2006                                   
    NUMB COSECSUB    BMP     EMP   STROAD   LENGTH   CC  CRASHES     ADT  ACTUAL AVERAGE CONLV    FTL    INJ   PRTY  CL-1  CL-2  CL-3
    586 87150000   6.720   6.976 SR  997    0.256 R-2DP       8  17,400   4.920   2.777 95.00      0      5      3
    470 87150000   7.737   7.990 SR  997    0.253 R-2DP      10  17,794   6.085   2.777 99.50      0      9      4
    495 87150000   8.718   9.050 SR  997    0.332 R-2DP      12  18,299   5.411   2.777 99.00      0      8      7
    516 87150000   9.737  10.085 SR  997    0.348 R-2DP      12  18,299   5.162   2.777 99.00      0      2     10
    391 87150000  10.891  11.086 SR  997    0.195 R-2DP       9  16,448   7.687   2.777 99.95      0      6      4

                                               HIGH CRASH ROADWAY SEGMENTS FOR 2007                            
   NUMB COSECSUB    BMP     EMP   STROAD   LENGTH   CC  CRASHES     ADT  ACTUAL AVERAGE CONLV    FTL    INJ   PRTY  CL-1  CL-2  CL-3
    490 87150000   7.737   7.990 SR  997    0.253 R-2DP       9  17,126   5.690   2.790 99.00      0      4      6
    225 87150000   9.737  10.085 SR  997    0.348 R-2DP      19  17,799   8.404   2.790 99.99      0     12     11
    211 87150000  10.891  11.086 SR  997    0.195 R-2DP      13  17,020  10.731   2.790 99.99      0      8      8

 
                                              HIGH CRASH ROADWAY SEGMENTS FOR 2008     
   NUMB COSECSUB    BMP     EMP   STROAD   LENGTH   CC  CRASHES     ADT  ACTUAL AVERAGE CONLV    FTL    INJ   PRTY  CL-1  CL-2  CL-3
    222 87150000   3.763   3.956 SR  997    0.193 S-2DP      11  17,198   9.079   2.028 99.99      0     13      4
    483 87150000   4.169   4.513 SR  997    0.344 S-2DP       9  16,999   4.216   2.028 99.00      1     11      1
    580 87150000   5.707   5.962 SR  997    0.255 R-2DP       8  16,999   5.056   2.977 95.00      0      8      4
    439 87150000   9.737  10.085 SR  997    0.348 R-2DP      14  18,399   5.990   2.977 99.75      0     12      6

                                              HIGH CRASH ROADWAY SEGMENTS FOR 2009                                            
   NUMB COSECSUB    BMP     EMP   STROAD   LENGTH   CC  CRASHES     ADT  ACTUAL AVERAGE CONLV    FTL    INJ   PRTY  CL-1  CL-2  CL-3
    295 87150000   3.763   3.956 SR  997    0.193 S-2DP       9  16,930   7.546   2.024 99.99      0     11      5
    448 87150000   7.737   7.990 SR  997    0.253 R-2DP      13  17,201   8.184   3.962 99.75      0     12      6
    253 87150000   9.737  10.085 SR  997    0.348 R-2DP      24  18,099  10.439   3.962 99.99      2     17      9
    560 87150000  10.891  11.086 SR  997    0.195 R-2DP       9  17,905   7.062   3.962 97.50      0      7      5

                                              HIGH CRASH ROADWAY SEGMENTS FOR 2010         
   NUMB COSECSUB    BMP     EMP   STROAD   LENGTH   CC  CRASHES     ADT  ACTUAL AVERAGE CONLV    FTL    INJ   PRTY  CL-1  CL-2  CL-3       
    271 87150000   6.720   6.976 SR  997    0.256 R-2DP      16  15,100  11.339   3.511 99.99      0     17      7
    440 87150000   9.737  10.085 SR  997    0.348 R-2DP      17  18,599   7.195   3.511 99.90      1     14      9
    534 87150000  13.702  14.157 SR  997    0.455 R-2DP      17  16,999   6.021   3.511 99.00      0     26      5
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Planning Requirements for Environmenta l Document Approvals 

Document Information: 

Date: 6/20/2013 Document Type: DE IS Document Status: Draft 

Project Name: SR 997 /SW 177th Avenue/Krome Avenue South FM #: 249614-4-22-01 

Project Limits: From SW 296th St reet To SW 136th Street ETDM#: 7800 

Are the limits consistent with the plans? Yes 

Identify MPO(s) (if applicable): Miami-Dade County Original PD&E FAP#: Not assigned 

Currently 

Adopted COMMENTS 
CFP-LRTP 

Y/N SR 997 /Krome Avenue from SW 296th Street To SW 136th Street- Re-construction of 2-lane to 4-lane divided. 

Currently 
PHASE Approved Currently TIP/STIP TIP/STIP COMMENTS 

TIP Approved STIP $ FY 

PE (Final Design) Yes Yes 565k <2014 
In t he TIP/STIP the project is segmented under FM 427369 segments 1,2, and 3 

R/W Yes Yes SSM 2016/>2018 In the TIP/STIP the project is segmented under FM 427369 segments 1,2, and 3 

Construction Yes Yes SSM >2018 In the TIP/STIP the project is segmented under FM 427369 segments 1,2, and 3 

Project Segmented: y 

FOOT Preparer's Name: Vi lma Croft, PE 
------~---------------------

Date: 6/20/2013 Phone# 305-470-5400 -------------------
Preparer's Signature: Email: vilma.croft@dot.state.fl.us 

*Attach: LRTP, TIP, STIP pages 



Planning Requirements for Environmental Document Approvals with Segmented Implementation 

Document Information: 

Date: 6/20/2013 Document Type: DE IS Document Status: Draft 

Project Name: SR 997 /SW 177th Avenue/Krome Avenue South FM#: 427369 

Project limits: From SW 296th Street to SW 136th Street ETDM #: 7800 

Are the limits consistent with the plans? Yes 

Identify MPO(s) (if applicable): Miami-Dade County Original PD&E FAP# Not assigned 

Segment Information: From SW 296th Street To SW 232nd Street 

Segment limits: Segment FM #: 427369-1 

Currently 

Adopted COMMENTS 

CFP-LRTP 

Y/N The LRTP will be amended to advance the ROW and Construction phases of t he Krome South project in the 2035 LRTP 

Currently Currently TIP/STIP TIP/SliP 

PHASE Approved Approved COMMENTS 

TIP STIP $ FY 
<>UK 2013-2014 

PE (Final Design) Yes Yes lSOk 2014-2015 

17M 2016-2017 

R/W Yes Yes 23.SM >2017 

Construction Yes Yes 33.SM >2017 

' 
Segment Information: From SW 232nd Street To SW 184th Street 

Segment Limits: Segment FM #: 427369-2 

Currently 

Adopted COMMENTS 

CFP-LRTP 

Y/N The LRTP w ill be amended to advance the ROW and Construction phases of t he Krome South project in t he 2035 LRTP 

Currently Currently 
TIP/SliP TIP/SliP 

PHASE Approved Approved COMMENTS 

TIP STIP $ FY 
lSOk 2013-2014 

PE (Final Design) Yes Yes 200k 2014-2015 

2.9M 2015-2016 

R/W Yes Yes 25.3M/ 642k 2016·2017/>2017 

Construction Yes Yes 23.1M >2017 

Segment Information: From SW 184th Street To SW 136th Street 

Segment Limits: Segment FM #: 427369-3 

Currently 
COMMENTS 

Adopted 

CFP-LRTP 

Y/N The LRTP will be amended to advance the ROW and Construction phases of the Krome South project in the 2035 LRTP 

Currently ~u"~"''Y TIP/STIP 
PHASE Approved 

Approved 

SliP $ 

PE (Final Design) Yes Yes 280 k 

5.2M 

R/W Yes Yes 4.5M 

Construction Yes Yes $23.9M 

FOOT Preparer's Name: _v_il""!m~a_c_r_o_ft.;., _P_E _________ _ 

Prepan!r's Signature: ..;/_.{y:....::::;;L~,O....:t~--------
•Attach: LRTP, TIP, STIP pages 

TIP/STIP 
COMMENTS 

FY 

2014-2015 

2016·2017 

>2017 

>2017 

Date: 6/20/2013 Phone#: 30S-470-5400 

------------------------------
Email: vilma.croft@dot.state.fl.us 



Agenda Hem 4.A.4 
MPO RESOLUTION #25-13 

RESOLUTIO~ APPROVlNG AN AMENDMENT TO THE 2035 LONG 
RANGE TRANSPOR1,ATION PLAN (LRTP) TO ADVANCE FROM 
PRIORITIES Ul AND IV TO PRIORITIES ll AND Til OF THE PLAN THE 
RIGHT-OF-WAY AND CONSTRUCTION PHASES 0}, THE KROME 
AVENUE 

WHEREAS, the Interlocal Agreement creating und establishing the Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(MPO) for the Miarni Urbanized Area requires that the MPO provide a l';tructure to evaluate the adequacy of the 
transportation planning and programming process; and 

WHEREAS, the Tran portation Planning Council (TPC) has been established and charged with the 
re~>ponsib i lity and duty of fulfilling the aforementioned functions; and 

WHEREAS, the TPC has reviewed the amendment to the 2035 LRTP, made a part hereof. and finds it 
consistent with the goals and objectives of lhe Tra11. portation Plan for the Miami Urban ized Area, 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE GOVERNiNG BOARD OF THE 
METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION FOR THE MIAMI URBANIZED AREA, that the 
attached amendment to the 2035 Long Range Tran portation Plan (LRTP) to advance from Priorities liT and TV to 
Priorities II and lH of lhe Pl.an the right-of-way and construction phases of the Krome Avenue Reconstruction 
Project Segments is hereby approved. 

The adoption of the foregoing resolution was moved by Boarcl Member Lynda BelL The motion was 
seconded by Board Member Dennis C. Moss, and upon being put to u vote, the vote was as foll ows: 

Board Memher Bruno A. Barreiro 
Board Member Steven C. Bateman 
Board Member Lynda Bell 
Board Memhcr Esteban Bovo Jr. 
Board Member Matti Herrera Bower 
Board Member .lose "Pcpe'' Diaz 
Board Member Audrey M. Edmonson 
Board Member Maritza Gutierrez 

Chairwoman Rebeca Sosa-Ayc 
Vice Chairman Oliver G. Gilherl, lfi-Aye 

-Aye Board Member Sally A. Heyman 
-Abs0nt Board Member Barbara J. Jordan 
-Aye Board Member Jean Monestime 
-Aye Board Member Dennis C. Moss 
-Aye Board Member Javier D. Souto 
-Absenl Board Member F'rancis Suarez. 
-Absent Board Member Xavier 1.. Suare7. 
-Aye Board Member Lucie M. Tondreau 

Board Member Perla Tabares Hanlman -Aye Board Member Juan C. Zapala 
Board Member Carlo Hernandct. -Abscnl 

-Absent 
-Aye 
-Aye 
-Aye 
-Aye 
-1\b. ent 
-Absent 
-Aye 
-1\ye 

The Chairperson thereupon declared the resolution duly passed and approved this 181
h day orJuly, 2013. 

METROPOLITAN PLANNIN(; ORGANIZATION 
M.P.O. 

By~~~~~~~~ 
Zainab Salim, Clerk 

MPO Secretariat 



Request for FY 2035 LRTP Amendment 

to Advance Three Project Segment 

for SR 997 /Krome Avenue 

From SW 296 Street to SW 136 Street 



J·laritfu /Jt!pu1111rcnt of 1i·an-..portation 

June 25, 2013 

Mrs. Irma San Roman, Interim Director, 
Miami-Dade Metropolitan Planning Organization 
111 Northwest 1st Street, Suite 920 
Miami, Florida 33128 

\ \' Ill l•t \ H I I 
~t( Ill I \1 ' 

Subject: Amendment to FY 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) to 
Advance Three SR 997/Krome Avenue Reconstruction Project 
Segments 

Dear Mrs. San Roman , 

The Department requests an amendment to the adopted 2035 LRTP to advance 
the SR 997/Krome Avenue Reconstruction projects which extend from SW 2961

h Street 
to SW 1361

h Street. The project is currently listed in Table 4-10 of the 2035 LRTP as one 
segment, from SW 2961

h Street to SW 1361
h Street as a Priority I for design, Priority Ill 

and IV for right-of-way and Priority IV for construction. 

The PD&E project extending from SW 2961h Street to SW 1361h Street has been 
divided into three ~reject segments: SW 2961

h Street to SW 232"d Street; SW 232"d 
Street to SW 1841 Street; and SW 1841

h Street to SW 1361
h Street. These project 

segments will address safety deficiencies and provide additional capacity to 
accommodate future travel demand, and address design deficiencies along the Krome 
Avenue corridor. 

The three project segments are listed in the current FY 2013 Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP) with funding for design and right-of-way. The construction 
phases are beyond the 5-year time period of the TIP (see table below). 



Mrs. San Roman 
LRTP Amendment SR 997/Krome Ave 
June 24, 2013 
Page 2 

PHAS 
FM Number 

E 2013-
2014 

427369-1 Design $130,000 
sw 296th 

FISCAL YEAR 
2014-
2015 2015-2016 2016-2017 >2017 

$150,000 
$17,055,00 

Streetto SW R/W 0 $23,472,000 
232nd Street Constr. $36,264,000 

427369-2 Design $150,000 $200,000 
SW 232nd Street $2,879,00 $25,319,00 

to sw 184th R/W 0 0 $642,000 
Street Constr. $23,133;000 

PHAS 
FISCAL YEAR 

FM Number 
E 2013- 2014- 2016- >2017 

2014 2015 2015-2016 2017 
427369-3 Design $280,000 
sw 184th $5,191,00 

Street to SW R/W 0 $4,524,000 
136th Street Constr. $23,910,000 

Total Cost for All Segments & Phases $163,299,00 

Funding for these project segments is identified in the Department updated 
Strategic lntermodal System (SIS) plan. The SIS Work Program is a statewide needs 
based funding plan. In fiscal year 2013, many projects were advanced statewide into 
the Department's Tentative Work Program from the SIS 2nd Five Year Plan. These 
projects were able to be advanced due to a number of factors including statewide bid 
savings, reduction of cost estimates and reduction in the overall SIS contingency 
levels. As a result, the three segments of SR 997/Krome Avenue were able to be 
advanced into fiscal year 2022 of the SIS 2nd Five Year Plan. These segments of SR 
997/Krome Avenue were selected for advancement based upon the demonstrated need 
for increased safety and mobility on an SIS designated facility. 

Approval of the LRTP amendment will advance the project segments to Priority II 
for right-of-way and to Priority Ill for construction. It will also reconcile the LRTP with the 
current TIP and allow the Department to fulfill all necessary federal requirements. No 
other projects will be negatively affected by this action. The requested change to the 
LRTP and the current FY 2013 TIP pages for the project segments are attached. 

0 



Mrs. San Roman 
LRTP Amendment SR 997/Krome Ave 
June 24, 2013 
Page 3 

Attachments 

Sincerely, 

Harold Desdunes, P.E. 
District Director of Transportation Development 

cc LeeAnn Jacobs, AICP, Federal Highway Administration 
Gus Pego, P.E. , Florida Department of Transportation 
Debora Rivera, P.E., Florida Department of Transportation 
Carl Filer, P.E. . Florida Department of Transportation 
Aileen Boucle, AICP, Florida Department of Transportation 
Linda Glass Johnson, Florida Department of Transportation 
Dat Huynh, P.E., Florida Department of Transportation 



Miami-Dade County 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 

LRTPAMENDMENTFORM 

Date Submitted: 06/20/2013 
--~~~~~-------------

Submitted by: Harold Desdunes 

Project Current LRTP Priority: III & IV Origin of Request: FDOT 

Project Title: SR 997/Krome Avenue 

Project Estimated Cost: $163,299,000.00 

Amendment Proposed: 
for Construction. 

Advanced Project segments to priority II for right-of-way and Priority III 

Change to Existing LRTP Project: Yes Addition of New LRTP Project: ....:;N..:..;o:::..-___ _ 

PROJECT AMENDMENT: 

I Type of Amendment Funding X Time Schedule X 

Funding Level Scope ofWork 

Amendment Description (brief): Amend 2035 LRTP to advance the Krome Avenue Reconstruction 
Project which extend from SW 296th Street to SW 136th Street. 

Justification for the Amendment: These project segments will address safety deficiencies and 
provide additional capacity to accommodate future travel demand, and address design deficiencies 
along Krome Avenue corridor. Funding for this project is identified in the Department's updated 
Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) plan. 

I Requested amendment affect other projects Yes If yes ... Local 

No X State 

Please, indicate affected projects: 1 

2 I 3 

/ Project has been previously amended Yes If yes ... Date 

No X MPORes.# 

Contact Person: Harold Desdunes, P.E. Title Director of Project Development 



Phone#: 305-470-5464 Fax#: 305-470-5610 e-mail: 



LRTP Page 
Facility/Corridor 

Reference 

SR 997/Krome 
4-36 

Avenue 

LRTP Page 
Facility/Corridor 

Reference 

FM 427369-1 
4-36 SR 997/Krome 

Avenue 

FM 427369-2 
4-36 SR 997/Krome 

Avenue 

FM 427369·3 
4-36 SR 997/Krome 

Avenue 

FOOT District 6 
lnteimodal Systems Planning Office 

MIAMI-DADE METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 

2035 Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTPI 

Proiect Before Amendment 

From To Phase Funding Priority 

Planning & 
Priority 1,111 & IV 

SW 296th Street SW 136th Street Design,Right of Way 
and Construction 

Proiect After Amendment 

From To Phase Funding Priority 

Right of Way & 
SW 296th Street SW 232nd Street Priority II and Ill 

Construction 

Right of Way & 
SW 232nd Street SW 184th Street Priority II and Ill 

Construction 

Right of Way & 
SW 184th Street SW 136th Street Priority II and Ill 

Construction 

1 

Description/Comments 

Widen to 4 lanes (2 to 4) 

Description/Comments 

Right of Way Priority II and 
Construction Priority Ill. 

Right of Way Priority II and 
Construction Priority Ill. 

Right of Way Priority II and 
Construction Priority Ill. 

6/24/2013 



PAGE 84 FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATI ON 
OFFICE OF WORK PROGRAM 

STIP REPORT 

HIGHWAYS 

DATE RUN: 11/06/2012 
TIME RUN: 14.48. 14 

MBRSTIP-1 

ITEM NUMBER:249614 4 
DISTRICT:06 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:SR 997/KROME AVENUE FROM SW 296 STREET TO SW 136 STREET *SIS* 

ROADWAY ID: 87150000 

FUND 
CODE 

FEDERAL PROJECT NUMBER: 

PHASE: Preliminary 
DDR 
DIH 
OS 

TOTAL <N/A> 
TOTAL 249614 4 

LESS 
THAN 
2013 

<N/A> 

Engineering 
1,632,211 

283,324 
180,397 

2,095,932 
2,095,932 

I 

COUNTY:MIAMI - DADE TYPE OF WORK : PD&E/EMO STUDY 

2013 

RESPONSIBLE 
0 

6,093 
0 

6,093 
6,093 

PROJECT LENGTH: 10.068MI LANES EXI ST/IMPROVED/ADDED: 2/ 2/ 0 

2014 2015 

AGENCY: Managed by FOOT 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

2016 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

GREATER 
THAN 
2016 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

ALL 
YEARS 

1,632,211 
289, 417 
180,397 

2,102,025 
2,102,025 

ITEM NUMBER:249614 7 
DISTRICT:06 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:SR 997/KROME AVENUE FROM S.W. 136TH STREET TO SR 94/KENDALL DRIVE *SIS* 

ROADWAY ID:87150000 

FUND 
CODE 

FEDERAL PROJECT NUMBER: 

PHASE: Preliminary 
DDR 
DIH 
OS 

PHASE: Right of Way 
ACEN 
DIH 

PHASE: Railroad and 
ACNH 

PHASE: Construction 
ACNH 
DDR 

LESS 
THAN 
2013 

<N/A> 

Engineering 
124,933 

88,026 
348,310 

I 

I RESPONSIBLE 
0 
0 

COUNTY:MIAMI-DADE TYPE OF WORK : ADD LANES & RECONSTRUCT 
PROJECT LENGTH: 3.536MI LANES EXIST/ IMPROVED/ADDED: 2 / 2/ 2 

2013 2014 

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: Managed 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

AGENCY: Managed by FOOT 
3,455,250 0 

220,000 0 

2015 2016 

by FOOT 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

GREATER 
THAN 
2016 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

ALL 
YEARS 

124,933 
88,026 

348,310 

3,455,250 
220,000 

Utilities I RESPONSIBLE AGENCY : Managed by FOOT 
0 0 0 0 0 100,000 100,000 

I RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: Managed by FOOT 
0 0 0 0 0 32,532,386 32,532,386 
0 0 0 0 0 117,600 117,600 



PAGE 239 FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
OFFICE OF WORK PROGRAM 

STIP REPORT 

HIGHWAYS 

DATE RUN: 11/06/2012 
TI ME RUN: 14 . 48.14 

MBRSTIP-1 

ITEM NUMBER : 427032 1 
DI STRICT : 06 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:SR 94/SW 88 STREET AT SW 142 AVENUE INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENT *NON-SIS* 
COUNTY:MIAMI-DADE TYPE OF WORK:INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENT 

ROADWAY ID:87001000 PROJECT LENGTH: . 142MI LANES EXIST/IMPROVED/ ADDED: 6/ 6/ 0 

FUND 
CODE 

LESS 
THAN 
2013 

FEDERAL PROJECT NUMBER: <N/A> 

2013 2014 

PHASE: Preliminary Engineering / RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: Managed by FDOT 
DIH 48,132 0 0 

PHASE: Construction / RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: Managed by FOOT 
DIH 371 4,629 0 

TOTAL <N/A> 48, 503 4, 629 0 

FEDERAL PROJECT NUMBER: 0161 039 P 

PHASE: Construction / RESPONSIBLE AGENCY : Managed by FOOT 
DS 8,103 0 0 
HSP 158,274 0 0 

TOTAL 0161 039 p 166,377 0 0 
TOTAL 427032 1 214,880 4,629 0 

2015 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

2016 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

GREATER 
THAN 
2016 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

ALL 
YEARS 

48' 132 

5,000 
53,132 

8 , 103 
158 , 274 
166,377 
219 , 509 

I TEM NUMBER:427369 1 
DISTRICT:06 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:SR 997/KROME AVENUE FROM SW 296 STREET TO SW 232 STREET *SIS * 

ROADWAY ID:87150000 

FUND 
CODE 

FEDERAL PROJECT NUMBER: 

PHASE: Preliminary 
DIH 
DS 

LESS 
THAN 
2013 

<N/A> 

Engineering 
0 
0 

I 

PHASE: Right of Way I RESPONSIBLE 
DDR 0 
DIH 0 
DS 0 

COUNTY:MIAMI-DADE TYPE OF WORK:ADD LANES & RECONSTRUCT 
PROJECT LENGTH: 3 . 852MI LANES EXIST/IMPROVED/ADDED: 2/ 2/ 2 

2013 2014 

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: Managed by FOOT 
0 0 
0 130,000 

AGENCY: Managed by FDOT 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

2015 2016 

100,000 0 
50,000 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

GREATER 
THAN 
2016 

0 
0 

36,152,901 
1,835,781 
2,537,586 

ALL 
YEARS 

100,000 
180,000 

36,152,901 
1,835,781 
2 , 537 , 586 



PAGE 240 FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
OFFICE OF WORK PROGRAM 

STIP REPORT 

HIGHWAYS 

DATE RUN: 11/06/2012 
TIME RUN: 14 . 48.14 

MBRSTIP - 1 

PHASE : Railroad and Utilities / RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: Managed by FDOT 
DDR 0 0 0 0 0 628, 133 628, 133 

PHASE : Construction I RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: Managed by FDOT 
DDR 0 0 0 0 0 33,543,663 33,543,663 
DIH 0 0 0 0 0 2,720,391 2,720,391 

TOTAL <N/A> 0 0 130 , 000 150,000 0 77,418,455 77,698,455 
TOTAL 427369 1 0 0 130,000 150,000 0 77,418,455 77,698 , 455 

ITEM NUMBER:427369 2 
DISTRICT:06 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:SR 997/KROME AVENUE FROM SW 232 STREET TO SW 184TH ST/ EUREKA DR. *SIS* 

ROADWAY ID : 87150000 

FUND 
CODE 

FEDERAL PROJECT NUMBER: 

PHASE: Preliminary 
DDR 
DIH 
OS 

LESS 
THAN 
2013 

<N/A> 

Engineering 
0 
0 
0 

I 

PHASE : Right of Way I RESPONSIBLE 
DDR 0 
DIH 0 
OS 0 

COUNTY:MIAMI - DADE TYPE OF WORK:ADD LANES & RECONSTRUCT 
PROJECT LENGTH: 3.017MI LANES EXIST/IMPROVED/ADDED: 2/ 2/ 2 

2013 2014 

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: Managed by FDOT 
0 29,704 
0 100,000 
0 20,296 

AGENCY: Managed by FDOT 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

2015 2016 

0 0 
0 0 

200,000 0 

0 2,329,939 
0 548,720 
0 0 

GREATER 
THAN 
2016 

0 
0 
0 

24,639,963 
300,000 

1,020,848 

ALL 
YEARS 

29,704 
100,000 
220,296 

26,969,902 
848,720 

1,020,848 

PHASE : Railroad and Utilities I RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: Managed by FDOT 
OS 0 0 0 0 454,490 35,000 489,490 

PHASE: Construction I RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: Managed by FDOT 
DIH 0 0 0 0 0 1,919,123 1,919,123 
DS 0 0 0 0 0 21,214,235 21,214,235 

TOTAL <N/A> 0 0 150,000 200,000 3,333,149 49,129,169 52,812,3 1 8 
TOTAL 427369 2 0 0 150 , 000 200 , 000 3,333,149 49,129,169 52 , 812,318 



PAGE 241 FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
OFFICE OF WORK PROGRAM 

STIP REPORT 

HIGHWAYS 

DATE RUN: 11/06/2012 
TIME RUN: 14 . 48.14 

MBRSTIP-1 

ITEM NUMBER:427 369 3 
DISTRICT:06 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:SR 997/KROME AVENUE FROM SW 184 STREET TO SW 136 STREET *SIS* 

ROADWAY ID:87150000 

FUND 
CODE 

FEDERAL PROJECT NUMBER: 

PHASE: Preliminary 
DIH 
DS 

LESS 
THAN 
2013 

<N/A> 

Engineering 
0 
0 

I 

COUNTY:MIAMI-DADE TYPE OF WORK:ADD LANES & RECONSTRUCT 

2013 

RESPONSIBLE 
0 
0 

PROJECT LENGTH: 3 . 199MI LANES EXIST/IMPROVED/ADDED: 2/ 2/ 2 

2014 2015 

AGENCY: Managed by FDOT 
0 100,000 
0 180,000 

2016 

0 
0 

GREATER 
THAN 
2016 

0 
0 

ALL 
YEARS 

100,000 
180,000 

PHASE: Right of Way I RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: Managed by FDOT 
DIH 0 0 0 0 0 655,636 655,636 
DS 0 0 0 0 0 9,058,835 9,058,835 

PHASE: Railroad and Utilities I RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: Managed by FDOT 
DS 0 0 0 0 0 492,127 492,127 

PHASE: Construction I RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: Managed by FDOT 
DIH 0 0 0 0 0 1 , 985,619 1,985,619 
DS 0 0 0 0 0 21 , 924,194 21,924,194 

TOTAL <N/A> 0 0 0 280,000 0 34,116,411 34,396,411 
TOTAL 427369 3 0 0 0 280,000 0 34,116,411 34,396,411 

ITEM NUMBER : 427419 1 
DISTRICT:06 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:SR 5/US-1 FROM SR 94/KENDALL DRIVE TO 37' NORTH OF SW 80 ST. *NON-SIS* 

ROADWAY ID:87030000 

FUND 
CODE 

FEDERAL PROJECT NUMBER: 

PHASE: Preliminary 
DDR 
DIH 

PHASE: Railroad and 
LF 

LESS 
THAN 
2013 

<N/A> 

Engineering 
211,442 

32,911 

Utilities 
2,080 

I 

I 

COUNTY:MIAMI-DADE TYPE OF WORK : RESURFACING 
PROJECT LENGTH: .795MI LANES EXIST/ IMPROVED/ADDED: 7/ 7/ 0 

2013 2014 

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: Managed by FDOT 
0 0 
0 0 

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: Managed by FOOT 
1,660 0 

2015 2016 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

GREATER 
THAN 
2016 

0 
0 

0 

ALL 
YEARS 

211,442 
32,911 

3,740 



MPO Project Num: DT4273691 
LRTPRef.: e· 4-36 
County: MIAMI-DADE 
Roadway iD: 150000 
Lanes Exist 2 
Lanes Improved: 2 

MIAMI-DADE METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 

TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

PRIMARY STATE HIGHWAYS AND INTERMODAL 

HIGHWAYS 

ProjectDestTiption: SR 997/KROME AVENUE FROM SW 296 STREET 

Typeof W<rt: ADD LANES & RECONSTRUCT 

TO SW 232 STREET 

Lanes Added: 2 
Project Length: 3.852 

Proposed Funding (In $000s} 

Oislnct 6 

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: Managed by FOOT 

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: Managed by FOOT 

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: Managed by FOOT 

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: Managed by FOOT 

FY 2013·2011 TIP· Approved May 17,2012 

PHASE Pre liminary Engineering 

PHASE :Pre liminary Engineering 

PHASE :Rai lroad and Utilities 

htofWay 

htofWay 

htofWay 

PHASE:Rig 

PHASE :Rig 

PHASE :Rig 

nstruction PHASE:Co 

PHASE :Co nstruction 

~Funding 
Source <2012 2012 . 2013 

OIH 0 0 

OS 0 0 

Totals 0 0 

DDR 0 0 

Totals 0 0 

DS 0 0 

DIH 0 0 

DDR 0 0 

Totals 0 0 

DDR 0 \) 

DIH 0 0 

Totals 0 0 

2013 . 2014 2014 . 2015 2015 . 2016 2016 · 2017 >2017 All Years 

0 100 0 0 0 100 

130 50 0 0 0 180 

130 150 0 0 0 280 

0 0 0 628 0 628 

0 0 0 628 0 628 

0 0 0 1,538 1,000 2,538 

0 0 0 927 909 1,836 

0 0 0 14,590 21,563 36,153 

0 0 0 17,055 23,472 40,527 

0 0 0 0 33,544 33,544 

0 0 0 0 2,720 2,720 

0 0 0 0 36,264 36,264 

Section A 1 ·Page 163 of 462 



MIAMI-DADE METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 

TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

PRIMARY STATE HIGHWAYS AND INTERMODAL 

HIGHWAYS 

MPO Project Num: DT4273691 Project Description: SR 997/KROME AVENUE FROM SW 296 STREET TO SW 232 STREET 
LRTP Ref.: ~- 4-36, C-35• 
County: MIAMI-DADE 
Roadway ID: 87150000 
Lanes Exist: 2 Type of Work: 

Lanes Improved: 2 
Lanes Added: 2 
Project Length: 3.852 

District: 6 

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: Managed by FOOT 

ADD LANES & RECONSTRUCT 

I Funding 
1 Source 

Totals 

<2012 

0 

SIS or Non-SIS: SIS Project 

Proposed Funding (in $000s) 

12012-201312013-201412014-201512015-201612016-20171 

0 0 0 0 

·c-35 refers to page from the 2035 LRTP Cost Feasible Project List, which can be found at http:hwww.miamidade2035transportationplan.com/docs/Miami-Dade2035-FinanciaiResourcesReportAppB.pdf 

FY 2013-2017 TIP- Approved May 17, 2012 

>2017 1 All Years 

36,264 1 36,264 

Section A 1 - Page 164 of 464 



MIAMI-DADE METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 

TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

PRIMARY STATE HIGHWAYS AND INTERMODAL 

HIGHWAYS 

MPO Project Num: DT4273692 Project Description: SR 997/KROME AVENUE FROM SW 232 STREET TO SW 184TH ST/EUREKA DR. 
LRTP Ref.: ~- 4-36, C-35* 
County: MIAMI-DADE 
Roadway ID: 87150000 
Lanes Exist: 2 Type of Work: ADD LANES & RECONSTRUCT SIS or Non-SIS: SIS Project 
Lanes Improved: 2 
Lanes Added: 2 
Project Length: 3.017 

District: 6 

Proposed Funding (in $000s) 

.!Funding <2012 2012.2013 2013. 2014 2014. 2015 2015.2016 2016 . 2017 >2017 All Years Source 

PHASE :Pre liminary Engineering DDR 0 0 30 0 0 0 0 30 

PHASE :Pre liminary Engineering DIH 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 100 

PHASE : Pre liminary Engineering OS 0 0 20 200 0 0 0 220 

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: Managed by FDOT Totals 0 0 150 200 0 0 0 350 

PHASE :Rai I road and Utilities OS 0 0 0 0 454 0 35 489 

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: Managed by FOOT Totals 0 0 0 0 454 0 35 489 

PHASE :Rig ht of Way DDR 0 0 0 0 2,330 24,640 0 26,970 

PHASE : Rig ht of Way DIH 0 0 0 0 549 200 100 849 

PHASE :Rig ht of Way DS 0 0 0 0 0 479 542 1,021 

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: Managed by FOOT Totals 0 0 0 0 2,879 25,319 642 28,840 

PHASE :Con struction DS 0 0 0 0 0 0 21,214 21,214 

PHASE :Con struction DIH 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,919 1,919 

*C-35 refers to page from the 2035 LRTP Cost Feasible Project List, which can be found at http://www.miamidade2035transportationplan.com/docs/Miami-Dade2035-FinanciaiResourcesReportAppB.pdf 
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MIAMI-DADE METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 

TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

PRIMARY STATE HIGHWAYS AND INTERMODAL 

HIGHWAYS 

MPO Project Num: DT4273692 Project Description: SR 997/KROME AVENUE FROM SW 232 STREET TO SW 184TH ST/EUREKA DR. 
LRTP Ref.: !:!· 4-36, C-35* 
County: MIAMI-DADE 
Roadway ID: 87150000 

Lanes Exist: 2 Type of Work: 

Lanes Improved: 2 
Lanes Added: 2 
Project Length: 3.017 

District 6 

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: Managed by FOOT 

ADD LANES & RECONSTRUCT 

I Funding 
1 Source 

Totals 

<2012 

0 

SIS or Non-SIS: SIS Project 

Proposed Funding (in $000s) 

12012 · 201312013·201412014·201512015·201612016 · 20171 

0 0 o I 

*C-35 refers to page from the 2035 LRTP Cost Feasible Project List, which can be found at http://www.miamidade2035transportationplan.com/docs/Miami-Dade2035-FinanciaiResourcesReportAppB.pdf 

FY 2013-2017 TIP· Approved May 17, 2012 

>2017 1 All Years 

23.133 1 23,133 
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MIAMI-DADE METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 

TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

PRIMARY STATE HIGHWAYS AND INTERMODAL 

HIGHWAYS 

MPO Project Num: DT4273693 Project Description: SR 997/KROME AVENUE FROM SW 184 STREET TO SW 136 STREET 
LRTP Ref.: ~ · 4-36, C-35' 
County: MIAMI-DADE 
Roadway ID: 87150000 
Lanes Exist: 2 Type of Work: 

Lanes lmprpved: 2 
Lanes Added: 2 
Projecl Length: 3.199 

District: 6 

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: Managed by FOOT 

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: Managed by FOOT 

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: Managed by FOOT 

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: Managed by FOOT 

ADD LANES & RECONSTRUCT 

PHASE :Pre liminary Engineering 

PHASE : Pre Jiminary Engineering 

PHASE :Rai !road and Utilities 

PHASE :Rig 

PHASE : Rig 

ht of Way 

ht of Way 

PHASE :Con struction 

PHASE : Con struction 

I Funding 
Source 

DS 

DJH 

Totals 

DS 

Totals 

DIH 

DS 

Totals 

DIH 

DS 

Totals 

SIS or Non-SIS: SIS Project 

Proposed Funding (in $000s) 

<2012 2012-2013 2013.2014 2014. 2015 2015 . 2016 2016 . 2017 

0 0 0 180 0 0 

0 0 0 100 0 0 

0 0 0 280 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 492 

0 0 0 0 0 492 

0 0 0 0 0 456 

0 0 0 0 0 4,735 

0 0 0 0 0 5,191 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

'C-35 refers to page from the 2035 LRTP Cost Feasible Project Us!, which can be found at hllp:/fflvlw.miamidade2035transportationplan.com/docs/Miami-Dade2035-FinanciaiResourcesReportAppB.pdf 

FY 2013-2017 TIP · Approved May 17, 2012 

>2017 All Years 

0 180 

0 100 

0 280 

0 492 

0 492 

200 656 

4,324 9,059 

4,524 9,715 

1,986 1,986 

21 ,924 21 ,924 

23,910 23,910 
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SR-997/ SW 177th Avenue/Krome Avenue (South) PD&E Study 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

 

 

APPENDIX F 
 

Design Exception



To:  Harold Desdunes, P.E.      , District Design Engineer     Date:   June 20, 2005  
            
Subject:    Design Exception 
Financial Project ID:  249614-4-22-01                                                                       
County Section Number: 87150    State Road Number:  SR-997    
Federal Aid Number:  TBD      
Project Description: SR-997 (Krome Avenue) PD&E Study from SW 296th Street to  

SW 136th Street        
Begin Project MP:  3.827    End Project MP:  13.895   
New Construction:  Yes    RRR: No   
Plans Phase:   PD&E     X    I __ II__ III__ IV__  
Federal Oversight:  Yes  X    No __ 
 
A design exception is requested for the following element(s): 
 
(X) Design Speed  (  ) Lane Widths   (  ) Shoulder Widths  (  ) Bridge Widths 
(  ) Structural Capacity   (  ) Vertical Clearance     (  ) Grades     (  ) Cross Slope 
(  ) Superelevation    (  ) Horizontal Alignment   (  ) Vertical Alignment       (  ) Stopping Sight Distance 
(  ) Horizontal Clearance  
 
 
 
Description of the Design Exception / Proposed Criteria 
 
The Environmental Management Office is requesting a design exception for a reduction in the 
required design speed from 65 mph, as called for in the Plans Preparation Manual, and 60 mph as 
called for in the 2001 AASHTO Guidelines, to 55 mph.  In support of this request, we provide 
the following information. 
 
1.0  DESCRIPTION 

a. Project Description 

The FDOT is conducting a PD&E Study for the reconstruction of Krome Avenue from SW 
296th Street to SW 136th Street.  The project limits run south-north approximately 10 miles 
and is located  in Sections 12, 7, 1 and 6; Township 57S; Sections 36, 31, 25, 30, 24, 19, 13, 
18, 12, 7, 1 and 6; Township 56S; Sections 36, 31, 25, 30, 24, 19, 13 and 18; Township 55S; 
Ranges 38E and 39E (See Figure 1-Location Map).  The section of Krome Avenue from the 
intersection of SW 136th Street to the intersection of Okeechobee Road in Miami-Dade 
County is the subject of another PD&E Study that extends approximately 23 miles. 

Krome Avenue is a major north-south rural principal arterial that extends from SR-5/US 1 to 
SR-25/US 27/Okeechobee Road in Miami-Dade County.  The typical section, within the 
study limits, varies slightly consisting primarily of two lanes, varying in width from 10.5 
feet to 12 feet; paved shoulders ranging from no shoulder to five 5 feet wide; and roadside 
swales. The project proposes to develop and analyze alternatives including a no build 
alternative, a Transportation System Management (TSM) alternative, and several build 
alternatives consisting of two, three and four-lane typical sections.  All alternatives will look 
at preserving the rural character of the corridor while providing safety and operational 
enhancements.  The Krome Avenue corridor has been the subject of extensive study and 
discussion for the past two decades. 



The existing design speed is 55 mph and the speed limit is posted at 45 mph along the 
project study limits.  The access management classification within the study limits is class 
(2) Restrictive with Service Roads.  
 
Krome Avenue is part of the Florida Intrastate Highway System (FIHS).  It is an important 
north/south arterial within Miami-Dade County as well as one of the only three evacuation 
routes serving the Florida Keys and South Miami-Dade County.   
 
b. Design Criteria 
 
According to Volume I, Chapter 1 of the Plans Preparation Manual, Table 1.9.2, it is the 
Department’s policy to provide a minimum design speed of 65 mph for a Florida Intrastate 
Highway System (FIHS) facility (See Appendix A-Standards). 
 
According to Volume I, Chapter 23 of the Plans Preparation Manual, Table 23.4.1, it is the 
2001 AASHTO (page 448) policy to provide a minimum design speed of 60 mph for a rural 
arterial facility (See Appendix A-Standards). 
 
Justification 
 
The following are the reasons for applying for a design speed design exception: 
 

• Controversy of the project – The Krome Avenue corridor has a history of 
controversy beginning in the mid-1980’s when various project phases to four-lane 
Krome Avenue were listed in the work program. As part the Transportation 
Improvement Plan (TIP),the project was later adopted by the Miami-Dave Planning 
Organization (MPO). This action set off a string of controversial meeting and 
hearings regarding the consistency of the TIP, the Miami-Dave County 
Comprehensive Development Master Plan (CDMP), and the local government 
comprehensive plans. As a response to the controversy , the MPO modified their TIP 
to eliminate the four- laning of the Krome Avenue and in 1997 the FDOT conducted 
a planning study called the Krome Avenue Action Plan. From this study, a series of 
alternatives were developed to preserve Krome Avenue as a two (2)-lane roadway. 
During the Action Plan meetings ,many of the Redland residents were concerned 
about preserving the rural/agricultural characteristics of the are and about the 
urbanization that had already occurred. The result of the study was that no consensus 
and public acceptance for any improvement alternative was ever obtained. For 
instance some citizens were opposed to any additional two-lane improvements 
because they felt that Korme Avenue was already improved and additional 
improvements would add traffic to the area. 

 
• Due to the high-level of controversy associated with the proposed project, the 

anticipated Class of Action for this segment of Krome Avenue is an Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS).  An EIS is the highest level of documentation required by 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 

 
• Right of Way (R/W) requirements – By lowering the design speed, the proposed 

typical section will need less R/W acquisition due a lesser recoverable terrain width 
(clear zone) requirement. 

 



• Context Sensitivity of the area to community and business impacts – The Krome 
Avenue corridor represents a unique challenge in balancing the preservation of its 
rural character, while enhancing motorist and pedestrian’s safety along the corridor.  
There is a need of balancing the often-competing interests, between safety 
enhancements and rural preservation by the use of Context-Sensitive Design (CSD) 
principles that are consistent with FDOT’s policy regarding Transportation Design 
for Livable Communities (TDLC).  Context-Sensitive Design considers the 
environmental, scenic, aesthetics, historic and community access for other modes of 
transportation such as bicycling and walking and the natural resource value of the 
corridor, while providing for a safe and efficient roadway design.  The preservation 
of the rural character is imperative.  

 
• The characteristics of the area are changing from a rural community to an urban 

transitional area. Some of the existing land uses are currently in the process of 
change due to urban sprawl – from agriculture to residential/ commercial. The 
Miami-Dave County Adopted 2005 and 2015 Land Use Plan shows that the project 
area is expected to continue its current trend, changing from agriculture to residential 
/commercial land uses. The development and evaluation  of the proposed alternatives 
must be consistent with the current trend ,safety, mobility and community values.  

 
• The proposed use of CSD at the intersections to minimize R/W acquisition and 

business impacts. 
 

• Avoidance and minimization of social impacts will be a key issue for the successful 
completion of the project.  Existing land uses along the corridor are predominantly 
agricultural and low-density residential.  Community cohesion is an area of concern 
because of the potential for right of way impacts to businesses and residential areas 
along the corridor. 

 
c. Compatibility with Adjacent Sections 

The requested design exception is compatible with the design and operations of the adjacent 
sections as the posted speed will remain the same along the corridor. 

2.0  OPERATIONAL IMPACTS 
 

 a. Amount and Character of Traffic Using the Facility 
 
 The existing daily traffic is approximately 15,000 vehicles per day with a projected 2030 

traffic that will range between 25,000 to 55,000 vehicles per day, depending on the 
proposed alternative (2-lane, 2-lane enhanced or 4-lane).  Traffic is a mixture of local, short 
distance trips and thru traffic (longer trips).  The truck percentage is approximately between 
8-10% during peak hours and around 17% daily. 

 
 b. Effect on Capacity of the Deviation 
 
 The proposed design exception would not have any negative effect in the capacity of the 

facility.  The capacity will be driven by the number of signals along the corridor (both 
existing and future).  Please note that even the uninterrupted flow facilities generalized 
volumes listed in the FDOT LOS Handbook assume a design speed of 50 mph for this type 
of facilities (See Appendix A-Standards). 



 
 The existing design speed is 55 mph and the speed limit is posted at 45 mph along the 

project study limits.  With a proposed reduction of the design speed to 55 mph, the posted 
speed limit will remain the same, 45 mph.  

 
3.0  SAFETY IMPACTS 
 

a. Crash History and Analysis 
 
The most recent five (5) year Crash History and Analysis is provided in Appendix B.  The 
crash locations are identified on the enclosed schematic diagrams (Figure 2A and 2B). 
 
b. Impacts Associated with Proposed Criteria 
 
The design exception is not a factor in the crash history because the roadway is undivided. 
The proposed improvements will help reduce the head on collisions along the corridor due 
to the placement of a median.  The proposed improvements with the design exception are 
better than the existing, and the associated potential difference in crashes associated with the 
reduced design speed cannot be quantified.   
 

4.0  BENEFIT/COST ANALYSIS 
 

 The Benefit Cost (B/C) ratio for this request can not be calculated.  The only applicable cost 
is the R/W acquisition estimate.  The maintenance cost will be approximately the same for 
both criteria.  The crash reduction cost will not be applicable to the B/C ratio because a 
lower design speed cannot be quantified or associated with traffic accidents along this 
corridor.  Five alternatives (See Appendix C-Proposed Alternatives) were considered; 2-lane 
enhanced, 3-lane, 4-lane with a depressed median (30’ & 40’ wide median) and 4-lane with 
a raised median (30’ wide median). 

 
Table 1.0 

Costs Design Criteria Proposed Criteria Savings 
Construction Same Same $0 

R/W 36-foot Recoverable 
Terrain 

30-foot Recoverable Terrain (12 feet less of R/W 
acquisition) $9,504,000

Crash Reduction N/A N/A N/A 
Maintenance Same Same $0 
Total Savings $9,504,000 

 
   A B/C ratio will not be able to be calculated because the only savings (R/W acquisition) is 

not related to an annual cost.  Business damages and relocations are not calculated into the 
savings, making the R/W savings even greater.  The R/W cost ($15 / square foot) was based 
on the Krome Avenue intersection improvements project completed as Design-Build during 
the year 2004. 

 
5.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

a. Other Deviations 
 
There is no other design exception presented along the roadway project limits.  Due to the 
existing R/W constraints within the area, a Design Variation will be presented and 
documented for the required border width and median width of the proposed typical 



sections.  The proposed border and median widths will minimize R/W acquisition and 
business damages and will meet AASHTO requirements, but not FDOT PPM requirements.  
Therefore, a Design Variation will be requested along the roadway project limits. 
 
b. Safety Measures Considered 
 
The proposed improvements will increase roadway capacity, reduce congestion and increase 
public safety by widening the existing 2-lane undivided rural typical section to a multi-lane 
facility or to enhance the existing 2-lane typical section along Krome Avenue.  
 
c. Course of Action 
 
While the FDOT and AASHTO design criterias for design speed are not met, the proposed 
design speed (55 mph) will provide benefits to the Department, local residences and 
businesses and result in a safer roadway.  The purpose of this study is to provide the 
necessary documentation to establish design requirements and define the conceptual design 
for improvements through the Krome Avenue South corridor.  This study will document the 
existing conditions information of the facility focusing on the engineering/geometric 
characteristics, operational elements, and the socio-economic/environmental features to 
address the various deficiencies and impacts associated with the recommended 
improvements.  A reasonable and feasible alternative will then be recommended for final 
design and construction. 

 
6.0  BACKGROUND AND SUPPORT INFORMATION 
  

Appendix A – Standards 
Appendix B – Crash History and Analysis 
Appendix C  – Proposed Typical Sections 
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Prepared and 
Recommended By: Julio Boucle. P .E. 

Recommended and 
Approved by: 

Harold Desdunes, P.E. 
District Design Engineer 

Concurrence: __________________________ ___ 
State Roadway Design Engineer 

Concurrence: ______________ ~N~/A~-------------
State Structures Design Engineer 

Approved by: 
FHW A Division Administrator 

Concurrence: _________________________ ___ 
State Highway Engineer 

Responsible Professional Engineer 
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Date: ---~-·_J._'O_-_tJ._'6 __ 

URS Corporation 
Consultant Firm 
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Topic #625-000-007 
Plans Preparation Manual, Volume I- English 

January 2003 
Revised - January 1, 2004 

Table 1.9.1 Design Speed 
ae 1g1 way iYS em - on- ac111es St t H' h S t N FIHS F Tf 

Facility Design Speed (mph) 

Freeways Rural 
70 

Urban 
50-70 

Arterials Rural 
55-70 

Urban 
40-60 

Collectors Rural 
55-65 

Urban 
35-50 

TDLC 30-40 

Table 1.9.2 Minimum Design Speed 
on a n rasa e 1g1 way iys em ac111es Fl 'd I t t t H' h S t F Tf 

Facility Minimum Design Speed (mph) 

Interstate Rural and Urban* 70 
and 

Freeways Urbanized* 60 

Arterials Rural* 65 

Urban and 50 
Urbanized* 

Note: Design Speeds for FIHS facilities less than the above minimums shall be approved 
by the State Highway Engineer, following a review by the State Transportation Planner, in 
accordance with the F/HS Procedure (Topic No. 525-030-250). 

*Terms based on definitions contained in F/HS Procedure (Topic No. 525-030-250). 

Design Controls 1-17 



Topic #625-000-007 January 2003 
Plans Preparation Manual, Volume I - English 

Table 23.4.1 AASHTO Design Speed (Minimum) 

Type Facility Other Factors Design Speed {mph) AASHTO 

Freeways Urban 50 pg. 507 
Rural 70 

Urban Arterials Major 30 pg. 72 
Other 30 

Rural Arterials Rolling terrain 50 pg.448 
Level terrain 60 

Urban Collectors 30 pg.434 

Rural Collectors Level ADT < 400 40 pg. 426, Exh. 6-2 
ADT 400-2000 50 
ADT > 2000 60 

Rolling ADT <400 30 
ADT 400-2000 40 
ADT > 2000 50 

CBD Major or Minor 30 pg.434 

Ramps Highway Design Speeds (mph) pg. 830 
30 15 
35 18 
40 20 
45 23 
50 25 
55 28 
60 30 
65 30 
70 35 

Loop Ramps 150 ft. radius 25 pg. 829 

Connections Direct 40 pg. 829 
Semi-Direct 30 

Design Exceptions and Design Variations 23-11 



AASHTO-Geometric Design of Highways and Streets 

Two-lane arterials generally have all-weather surfaces and are marked and signed in accordance 
with the current edition of the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) (1). 

General Design Considerations 

Design Speed 

Rural arterials, excepting freeways, should be designed for speeds of 60 to 120 kmlh [40 to 
75 mph] depending on terrain, driver expectancy and, in the case of reconstruction projects, the 
alignment of the existing facility. Design speeds in the higher range-100 to 120 kmlh [60 to 
75 mph]-are normally used in level terrain, design speeds in the midrange-SO to 100 kmlh 
[50 to 60 mph]-are normally used in rolling terrain, and design speeds in the lower range-60 to 
80 kmlh [40 to 50 mph]-are used in mountainous terrain. Where a lower design speed is used, 
refer to Chapters 2, 3, and 4 to select appropriate design features. 

Design Traffic Volume 

Before an existing rural arterial is improved or a new rural arterial is constructed, the design 
traffic volume should be determined. The first step in determining the design traffic volume is to 
detennine the current average daily traffic (ADT) volume for the roadway; in the case of new 
construction, the ADT can be estimated. These ADT values should then be projected to the 
design year, normally 20 years into the future. The design of low-volume rural arterials is 
normally based on ADT values alone because neither capacity nor intersection operations 
typically govern the overall operation. Such roadways normally provide free flow under all 
conditions. By contrast, it is usually appropriate to design high-volume rural arterials using an 
hourly volume as the design traffic volume. The design hourly volume (DHV) that should 
generally be used in design is the 30th highest hourly volume of the year, abbreviated as 30 HV, 
which is typically about 15 percent of the ADT on rural roads. For further information on the 
detennination of design traffic volumes, see the section on "Traffic Characteristics" in Chapter 2. 

Levels of Service 

Procedures for estimating the traffic operational performance of particular highway designs 
are presented in the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) (2), which also presents a thorough 
discussion of the level-of-service concept. Although the choice of an appropriate design level of 
service is left to the highway agency, designers should strive to provide the highest level of 
service practical and consistent with anticipated conditions. Level-of-service characteristics are 
discussed in Chapter 2 and summarized in Exhibit 2-31. For acceptable degrees of congestion, 
rural arterials and their auxiliary facilities (i.e., turning lanes, passing sections, weaving sections, 
intersections, and interchanges) should generally be designed for level-of-service B, except in 
mountainous areas where level-of-service Cis acceptable. 

448 



TABLE 4- 1 
GENERALIZED ANNUAL AVERAGE DAILY VOLUMES FOR FLORIDA'S 

URBANIZED AREAS" 

UNINTERRUPTED FLOW HIGHWAYS 

Level of Service 
Lanes Divided A B c D E 
2 Undivided 2,000 7,000 13,800 19,600 27,000 
4 Divided 20,400 33,000 47,800 61,800 70,200 
6 Divided 30500 49500 71 600 92 700 105,400 

STATE TWO-WAY ARTERIALS 
Class I (>0.00 to 1.99 signalized intersections per mile) 

Level of Service 
Lanes Divided A B c D E 
2 Undivided •• 4,200 13,800 16,400 16,900 
4 Divided 4,800 29,300 34,700 35,700 ••• 
6 Divided 7,300 44,700 52,100 53,500 ••• 
8 Divided 9,400 58,000 66,100 67,800 ••• 
Class II (2.00 to 4.50 signalized intersections per mile) 

Level of Service 
Lanes Divided A B c D E 
2 Undivided •• 1,900 11,200 15,400 16,300 

4 Divided •• 4,100 26,000 32,700 34,500 
6 Divided •• 6,500 40,300 49,200 51,800 
8 Divided •• 8,500 53,300 63,800 67,000 

Class III (more than 4.5 signalized intersections per mile and not 
within primary city central business district of an 
urbanized area over 750,000) 

Level of Service 
Lanes Divided A B c D E 
2 Undivided •• •• 5,300 12,600 15,500 
4 Divided •• •• 12,400 28,900 32,800 
6 Divided ** •• 19,500 44,700 49,300 
8 Divided •• •• 25,800 58,700 63,800 

Class IV (more than 4.5 signalized intersections per mile and within 
primary city central business district of an urbanized area 
over 750,000) 

Lanes Divided 
2 Undivided 
4 Divided 
6 Divided 
8 Divided 

Lanes Divided 
2 Undivided 
4 Divided 
6 Divided 

Level of Service 
A B c 
•• ** 5,200 
** ** 12,300 
** ** 19,100 
•• ** 25,900 

NON-STATE ROADWAYS 
Major City/County Roadways 

Level of Service 
A B C 
** ** 9,100 
** ** 21,400 
** ** 33,400 

Other Signalized Roadways 
(signalized intersection analysis) 

D 
13,700 
30,300 
45,800 
59,900 

D 
14,600 
31,100 
46,800 

E 
15,000 
31,700 
47,600 
62,200 

E 
15,600 
32,900 
49,300 

FREEWAYS 

Interchange spacing~ 2 mi. apart 
Level of Service 

Lanes A B c D E 
4 23,800 39,600 55,200 67,100 74,600 
6 36,900 61,100 85,300 103,600 115,300 

8 49,900 82,700 115,300 140,200 156,000 
10 63,000 104,200 145,500 176,900 196,400 
12 75,900 125,800 175,500 213,500 237,100 

Interchange spacing < 2 mi. apart 
Level of Service 

Lanes A B c D E 
4 22,000 36,000 52,000 67,200 76,500 
6 34,800 56,500 81,700 105,800 120,200 
8 47,500 77,000 111,400 144,300 163,900 
10 60,200 97,500 141,200 182,600 207,600 
12 72,900 118,100 170,900 221,100 251,200 

BICYCLE MODE 
(Note: Level of service for the bicycle mode in this table is based on roadway 
geometries at 40 mph posted speed and traffic conditions, not number of bicyclists 
using the facility.) (Multiply motorized vehicle volumes shown below by number 
of directional roadway lanes to determine two-way maximum service volumes.) 

Paved Shoulder/ 
Bicycle Lane Level of Service 

Coverage A B c D E 
0-49% •• ** 3,200 13,800 >13,800 
50-84% •• 2,500 4,100 >4,100 ••• 

85-100% 3,100 7,200 >7,200 *** ••• 
PEDESTRIAN MODE 

(Note: Level of service for the pedestrian mode in this table is based on roadway 
geometries at 40 mph posted speed and traffic conditions, not number of pedestrians 
using the facility.) (Multiply motorized vehicle volumes shown below by number of 
directional roadway lanes to determine two-way maximum service volumes.) 

Sidewalk Coverage 
0-49% 
50-84% 
85-100% 

Level of Service 
A B C D 
** •• ** 6,400 
** •• ** 9,900 
** 2,200 11,300 >11,300 

BUS MODE (Scheduled Fixed Route) 
(Buses per hour) 

E 
15,500 
19,000 

*** 

(Note: Buses per hour shown are only for the peak hour in the single direction of the higher traffic now.) 

Level of Service 
Sidewalk Coverage A B c D E 

0-84% •• >5 ~4 ~3 ~2 
85-100% >6 >4 ~3 ~2 ~I 

ARTERIAL/NON-STATE ROADWAY ADJUSTMENTS 
DIVIDED/UNDIVIDED 

(alter corresponding volume by the indicated percent) 
Level of Service Lanes Median Left Turns Lanes Adjustment Factors 

Lanes Divided A B C D E 2 
2 Undivided ** ** 4,800 10,000 12,600 2 
4 Divided ** ** 11,100 21,700 25,200 Multi 

...,.S_o.ur_c..;e;,: -;;;;F;;;Io;.r.id•a•D•e•p•a•rtrn-e•n•t o•f•T•ra-ns..;p..;o~rt-at,.io_n....;~---0..;2;;;/2.o;2;.;/,.02-l Multi 

Systems Planning Office 
605 Suwannee Street, MS 19 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0450 

http://wwwll.myflorida.com/planning/systems/smllos/default.htm 

Divided Yes +5% 
Undivided No -20% 
Undivided Yes -5% 

Undivided No -25% 

ONE-WAY FACILITIES 

Decrease corresponding two-directional volumes in this table by 40% to 

obtain the equivalent one directional volume for one-way facilities. 
•This table does not constitute a standard and should be used only for general planning applications. The computer models from which this table is derived should be used for more specific planning 
applications. The table and deriving computer models should not be used for corridor or intersection design, where more refined techniques exist. Values shown are two-way annual average daily volumes 
(based on K100 factors) for levels of service and are for the automobile/truck modes unless specifically stated. Level of service leHer grade thresholds are probably not comparable across modes and, therefore, 
cross modal comparisons should be made with caution. Furthermore, combining levels of service of different modes into one overall roadway level of service is not recommended. The table's input value 
defaults and level of service criteria appear on the following page. Calculations are based on planning applications of the Highway Capacity Manual, Bicycle LOS Model, Pedestrian LOS Model and Transit 
Capacity and Quality of Service Manual, respectively for the automobile/truck, bicycle, pedestrian and bus modes. 
••CBIUlot be achieved using table input value defaults. 
***Not applicable for that level of service letter grade. For automobile/truck modes, volumes greater than level of serviceD become F because intersection capacities have been reached. For bicycle and 
pedestrian modes, the level of service letter grade (including F) is not achievable, because there is no maximum vehicle volume threshold using table input value defaults. 
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ROADWAY CHARACATERISTICS 
Number of throuJili lanes 
Posted speed (mQh) 
Free flow speed (mph) 
Basic segment length (mi) 
lnterchanee spacin2 per mile 
Median (n,y) 
Left tum lanes n, ' 
Terrain r,l) 
% no passing zone 
Passing lanes n,y) 
TRAFFIC CHARACTERISTICS 
PJannine: analvsis hour factor (K 
Directional distribution factor (D) 
Peak hour factor (PHF) 
Base caoacitv (ocohol) 
Heavy vehicle percent 
Local ad"ustment factor 

ROADWAY CHARACTERISTICS Class! 
Number of throuclllanes 2 4-6 
Posted speed mph 45 50 
Free flow speed (mph) so 55 
Median tvve n,nr,r) N r 
Left tum lanes (n,y) y y 
Paved shoulder/bicycle lane (n,y) 
Outside lane width n,t,w) 
Pavement condition (u t,d) 
Sidewalk n,y) 
Sidewalk/roadwav separation a.t,w) 
Sidewalk/roadway protective barrier (n.v 
Obstacle to bus stop n,y" 
TRAFFIC CHARACTERISTICS 
Plannin2 analvsis hour factor {K O.o95 0.095 
Directional distribution factor (D) 0.55 0.55 
Peak hour factor (PHF) 0.925 0.925 
Base saturation flow rate (DcPhDI 1900 1900 
Heavy vehicle percent 2.0 2.0 
Local ad"ustment factor 1.0 1.0 
% turns from exclusive tmn lanes 12 12 
Bus soan of service 
CONTROL CHARACTERISTICS 
Signalized intersections per mile 1.5 1.0 
Arrival type 1-<i) 3 3 
Signal tvve a.s.f) a a 
Cycle lenl<lb (C) 120 120 
Effective green ratio (g/C) 0.44 0.44 

Freewavs 
Level of Class Ill Class IV 
Service vic Densitv v/c Density 

A <0.32 <II <0.29 <II 
B < 0.53 < 18 <0.47 < 18 
c <0.74 <26 <0.68 <26 
D <0.90 <35 <0.88 <35 
E < 1.00 <45 < 1.00 <45 
F >1.00 >45 > 1.00 >45 

TABLE 4 - 1 (continued) 
GENERALIZED ANNUAL AVERAGE DAILY VOLUMES FOR FLORIDA'S 

Urbanized Areas 

INPUT VALUE ASSUMPTIONS 
UNINTERRUPTED FWW FACILmES 

Freew_.ll'Y~ Hie:hwavs 
Class Ill Class IV 

4-12 4-12 2 4-6 
65 55 50 50 
70 60 55 55 

1.5 0 
2.5 1 

n v 
v y 

1 1 I 1 
80 
n 

0.097 0.093 0.095 0.095 
0.55 0.55 0.55 0.55 
0.95 0.95 0.925 0.925 

1700 2100 
6.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 

0.98 1.00 1.0 1.0 

INTERRUPTED FLOW FACILITIES 
State Arterials Non-State Roadways 

Class II Class III Class IV Ma"orCi /County Other Signalized 
8 2 4-6 8 2 4-6 8 2 4 6 8 2 4-6 2-4 

50 45 45 45 35 35 35 30 30 30 45 45 
55 so so so 40 40 40 35 35 35 so 50 
r n r r n r r n r r n r 
y 'L v y y y y y y y y y y 

0.095 0.095 0.095 0.095 0.095 0.095 O.o95 O.o95 0.095 O.o95 0.095 0.095 0.095 
0.55 0.55 0.55 0.55 0.55 0.55 0.55 0.55 0.55 0.55 0.55 0.55 0.55 
0.925 0.925 0.925 0.925 0.925 0.925 0.925 0.925 0.925 0.925 0.925 0.925 0.925 
1900 !900 !900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.0 

0.95 0.98 0.98 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.90 0.98 0.98 0.95 
12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 14 14 16 

1.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 3.0 3.0 
3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 
a s s s s s s s s s s s s 

120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 
0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.41 0.41 0.31 

LEVEL OF SERVICE THRESHOLDS 

Bicvcle 
Class II 

4 
40 
45 
r 
y 

n.,SO%,v 
t 
t 

0.095 
0.55 

0.925 
1900 
2.0 

0.98 
12 

3.0 
4 
s 

120 
0.44 

Hil!bwavs State Two-Wav Arterials Non-State Roadwavs Bicycle 
Twa.Lmte Multil:me Class! Class II Class ni Class IV Major City/County Other Signalized 

%FFS v/c Densitv ATS ATS ATS ATS ATS Control Delay Score 
>0.917 <0.29 <II >42mph > 35 mph > 30 mph >25 mph > 35 moh < 10 sec < 1.5 
> 0.833 <0.47 < 18 >34mph >28mph >24moh > 19 moh >28 mph < 20 sec ~-5 
> 0.750 <0.68 <26 >21 mph >22mph > 18 mph > 13 mph >22mph <35sec: <3.5 
> 0.667 <0.88 <35 > 21 mph > 17 mph > 14mph >9mph > 17 mph <55 sec <4.5 
> 0.583 <1.00 <41 > 16 mph > 13 mph > 10 mph >7mph > 13 mph < 80 sec ::s.s 
< 0.583 >1.00 >41 :: 16mph < 13 mph < 10 mph <7mph < 13 moh > 80 sec >5.5 

v/c =Demand to Capacity Ratio % FFS = Percent Free Flow Speed A TS = Average Travel Speed 

Pedestrian Bw 
Class II 

4 
40 
45 
r 

v 
n 
t 

n.SO%.v nx 
t 
n 

n 

0.095 
0.55 

0.925 
1900 
2.0 

0.98 
12 

IS 

3.0 
4 
s 

120 
0.44 

Pedestrian Bw 

Score Buses per hr. 
< 1.5 >6 
<2.5 >4 
< 3.5 >3 
<4.5 >2 
<5.5 >I 
>5.5 <I 
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Appendix B 
(Crash History and Analysis) 



1889 5 0 0.48 
II Ill 

2000 4 0 0.34 
2001 4 0 0.35 SILVER PALM DR .. 
2002 8 0 1.23 SW 232 STREET 
2003 9 0 1.23 

1899 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 

1999 8 0 0.76 
2000 4 0 0.34 
2001 5 0 0.43 
2002 6 0 0.92 M.P. 6.859 1999 
2003 10 0 1.37 2000 

2001 
2002 

1999 4 0 0.38 2003 
2000 1 0 0.09 PLUMMER DR .. 
2001 2 2 0.17 (SW 256 STREET) M.P. 6.357 
2002 5 0 0.77 1999 
2003 7 0 0.96 2000 ... 

2001 ······························ ....... ················ ........ 

2002 
2003 

1999 4 1 0.38 
2000 4 0 0.34 BAUER DR 

,_____ .. 

1999 
2000 

2001 7 0 0.60 

.............. -~~:.~~~ .. ~~~~~~~ ................................... : ... c 

M.P. 5.848 
2002 2 0 0.31 
2003 2 0 0.27 

2001 ...................... ............................ ············ 

2002 
2003 

......... ........ E.Piilio·R·E .. bff ............................................ 
1999 6 0 0.57 3 
2000 7 0 0.60 (SW 272 STREET) M.P. 5.342 
2001 7 0 0.60 
2002 6 1 0.92 Cll 
2003 2 0 0.27 :I 

c 
1999 
2000 

Cll 

~ 
.. 

2001 
Cll ··················· ············ 
E .... .... ··················· 

2002 0 .. 
~ 2003 

1999 7 0 0.67 
2000 1 0 0.09 
2001 6 0 0.52 BISCAYNE DR 

... ,...-.. 
2002 7 1 1.08 (SW 288 STREET) M.P. 4.322 
2003 3 1 0.41 1999 

2000 
2001 ···················· ·············· ············ 

············· 
1999 4 0 0.29 2002 

2003 2000 7 0 0.59 AVOCADODR ~ I· 2001 4 0 0.39 ............ -~~.: .. ~~~ .. ~~-~~~~>. ................................... M.P. 3.827 
2002 1 0 0.15 
2003 11 0 1.99 

LEGEND T Signalized Intersection [jj] Un-Signalized Intersection 

Year #of crashes 
.. 

#of fatalities I Safety Ratio I 

Krome Avenue 
PD&E Study 

Crash 
Analysis 

1 0 
2 0 
7 0 
2 0 
3 0 

2 0 
0 0 
1 0 
3 0 
1 0 

1 0 
1 0 
1 0 
3 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
1 0 
1 2 

2 0 
4 1 
5 0 
4 0 
4 0 

3 0 
3 0 
1 0 
0 0 
2 0 

0.20 
0.36 
1.28 
0.35 
0.47 

0.80 
-

0.36 
1.05 
0.31 

0.40 
0.36 
0.36 
1.04 

-
-
-
-

0.35 
0.31 

0.40 
0.73 
0.92 
0.71 
0.63 

1.22 
1.10 
0.37 

-
0.63 

6. 
N 

Figure 2A 
Not to Scale 



J [ 
1899 5 0 0.52 
2000 13 2 1.22 I-IOWARnRD 

..... , 1!JM.P. 13.895 2001 12 0 1.18 (SW 136 STREET) 
2002 6 0 0.90 Jz 2003 8 0 1.20 

··········· 

1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 

1999 4 0 0.41 M.P. 11.945 
2000 2 0 0.19 Rll':I-IMOND DR 
2001 10 1 0.99 RICHMOND DR I 12 I<SW 168 STREET) 
2002 2 0 0.30 (SW 168 STREET).. .................................. 
2003 4 0 0.60 ............ ······ 

............................... .............. M.P.11.898 

1999 
2000 .. 

... .. ············ ... ............ ... 2001 
2002 
2003 

1999 3 0 0.28 
..................................................................................................................... 2000 5 0 0.41 

2001 7 0 0.55 
2002 7 0 1.04 EUREKA DR 
2003 10 0 1.33 .................. J$.W. .. 1.~4 .. $TREEil 0 M.P. 10.896 ................................. ······· 

1999 
2000 .. 

1999 6 0 0.55 .............................. 
2001 

2000 7 0 0.58 2002 
2001 5 0 0.39 2003 
2002 0 0.15 M.P. 10.389 
2003 3 0 0.40 1999 

2000 .. 
·························· 2001 

1999 2 0 0.18 2002 
2000 8 0 0.66 QUAIL ROOST DR 2003 
2001 9 0 0.71 (SW 200 STREET) M.P. 9.884 
2002 4 0 0.60 
2003 2 0 0.27 Gl 

::I 1999 
c 
Gl 2000 .. 
> 
c( 2001 

Gl 2002 
E 
0 2003 .. 
~ 

199.9 • 0 0.37 
2000 3 0 0.25 
2001 5 0 0.39 HAINLIN MILL DR 
2002 2 0 0.30 (SW 216 STREET) M.P. 8.885 
2003 4 0 0.53 

1999 
2000 
2001 .. 

LEGEND 2002 T Signalized Intersection c:::1iJ Un-Signalized Intersection 2003 

Year #of crashes #of fatalities I Safety Ratio I 

Krome Avenue 
PD&E Study 

Crash 
Analysis 

5 0 
7 0 
5 1 
6 0 
9 0 

4 1 
4 0 
3 0 
5 0 
3 0 

1 0 
2 0 
2 0 
0 0 
0 0 

5 0 
0 0 
1 0 
1 0 
4 0 

6 0 
2 0 
3 0 
4 0 
1 0 

5 0 
3 0 
4 0 
5 0 
2 0 

0.61 
0.78 
0.58 
0.58 
0.87 

0.89 
0.81 
0.63 
0.88 
0.53 

0.38 
0.69 
0.66 

-
-

1.93 

-
0.33 
0.34 
1.20 

1.19 
0.36 
0.51 
0.70 
0.16 

0.99 
0.53 
0.68 
0.87 
0.31 

6. 
N 

Figure 28 
Not to Scale 



(Segn1ent Analysis) 



SW 296 Street to SW 288 Street 

CRASH STATISTICS 

State Road No. 

Roadway Section 

Mile Post Limits 

ADT 

Nearest Node 

Crash Rate Class Category 

CRASH TYPE 

SEVERITY 

LIGHT CONDITIONS 

~EATHER 

SURFACE CONDITIONS 

MONTH OF YEAR 

DAY OF WEEK 

HOUR OF DAY 

Crash Statistics_Summary 

Rear End 

Head On 

Angle 

Left Tum 

Right Tum 

Sideswipe 

Pedestrian/Bicycle 

Fixed Object 
Other 

Fatal Crashes 

PDO 
Injury Crashes 

Daylite 

Dusk 

Dawn 

Dark (w/Street Lites) 

Dark (wo/Street Lites) 
Unknown 

Dry 

Cloudy 

Rain 

Fog 

Others 
Unknown 

Dry 

Wet 

Others 
Unknown 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 
December 

Sunday 

Monday 

Tuesday 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

Friday 

Saturday 

00:00-03:00 

03:00-06:00 

06:00-09:00 

09:00-12:00 

12:00-15:00 

15:00-18:00 

18:00-21:00 

21 :00-24:00 

997 

87150000 

3.877 

12,000 

873 

S-2UN 

1999 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
2 

0 

2 
1 

2 

0 

0 

1 

0 
0 

2 

1 
0 

0 

0 
0 

2 

1 
0 
0 

0 

1 
1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 
1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 
1 

to 

13,600 

2000 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
3 

2 

0 

0 

1 
0 
0 

1 
2 

0 

0 

0 
0 

3 

0 

0 
0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 
1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 

0 
0 

4.272 

13,500 

2001 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
1 

0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

1 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 
0 

0 16,200 

2002 2003 

0 0 

0 0 

0 1 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
0 1 

0 0 
1 1 
0 1 

0 2 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 1 
0 1 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 2 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 2 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 2 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 1 

0 1 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

5/2/2005 



SW 288 Street to SW 272 Street 

CRASH STATISTICS 

State Road No. 

Roadway Section 

Mile Post Limits 

ADT 

Nearest Node 

Crash Rate Class Category 

CRASH TYPE 

~EVERITY 

IGHT CONDITIONS 

rtVEATHER 

SURFACE CONDITIONS 

MONTH OF YEAR 

DAY OF WEEK 

HOUR OF DAY 

Crash Statistics_Summary 

Rear End 

Head On 

Angle 

Left Tum 

Right Tum 

Sideswipe 

Pedestrian/Bicycle 

Fixed Object 

Other 

Fatal Crashes 

PDO 
Injury Crashes 

Daylite 

Dusk 

Dawn 

Dark (w/Street Lites) 

Dark (wo/Street Lites) 

Unknown 

Dry 

Cloudy 

Rain 

Fog 

Others 
Unknown 

Dry 

Wet 

Others 

Unknown 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Sunday 

Monday 

Tuesday 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

Friday 

Saturday 

00:00-03:00 

03:00-06:00 

06:00-09:00 

09:00-12:00 

12:00-15:00 

15:00-18:00 

18:00-21 :00 

21 :00-24:00 

997 

87150000 

4.372 

12,000 

874 

S-2UN 

1999 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

1 
1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 
0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

2 

0 

0 
0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 
0 

to 

13,600 

2000 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 
0 

0 
2 

0 

1 
3 

2 

0 

1 

0 

1 
0 

4 
0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

4 
0 

0 
0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

1 
1 

0 

0 

2 
0 

0 

0 

2 
0 

5.292 

13,500 

2001 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 
3 

0 

2 
3 

3 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

3 
1 
1 
0 

0 
0 

4 
1 
0 
0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 
0 

1 
2 

1 

0 

0 

1 
0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

2 
0 

2 
0 

14,100 16,200 

2002 2003 

0 2 

0 0 

3 0 

0 1 
0 0 

1 0 

0 0 

0 0 
0 1 

0 0 

0 1 
4 3 

2 3 
1 0 

0 0 

0 0 

1 1 
0 0 

2 1 
2 2 

0 1 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

4 3 

0 1 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

0 1 

0 0 

1 0 

0 0 

1 1 

0 0 

0 1 
1 0 

0 0 

1 1 
0 0 

1 1 

1 0 

0 0 

1 1 

1 1 

0 0 
0 1 

0 0 

0 0 

2 2 

0 0 

1 1 

1 0 

0 0 
0 1 

5/2/2005 



SW 272 Street to SW 264 Street 

CRASH STATISTICS 

State Road No. 

Roadway Section 

Mile Post Limits 

ADT 

Nearest Node 

Crash Rate Class Category 

CRASH TYPE 

SEVERITY 

LIGHT CONDITIONS 

~EATHER 

SURFACE CONDITIONS 

MONTH OF YEAR 

DAY OF WEEK 

HOUR OF DAY 

Crash Statistics_Summary 

Rear End 

Head On 

Angle 

Left Turn 

Right Turn 

Sideswipe 

Pedestrian/Bicycle 

Fixed Object 

Other 

Fatal Crashes 

PDQ 

Injury Crashes 

Daylite 

Dusk 

Dawn 

Dark (w/Street Lites) 

Dark (wo/Street Lites) 
Unknown 

Dry 

Cloudy 

Rain 

Fog 

Others 

Unknown 

Dry 

Wet 

Others 
Unknown 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Sunday 

Monday 

Tuesday 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

Friday 
Saturday 

00:00-03:00 

03:00-06:00 

06:00-09:00 

09:00-12:00 

12:00-15:00 

15:00-18:00 

18:00-21 :00 
21 :00-24:00 

997 

87150000 

5.392 

0 

Number 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

1 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

to 

0 

Number 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

1 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

5.798 

0 

Number 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

1 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

14,100 

878 

Number 

1 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

1 
0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

1 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 
0 

16,200 

Number 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
1 

0 

0 
1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 
0 

0 

1 
0 

0 

0 
0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 
0 

5/2/2005 



SW 264 Street to SW 256 Street 

CRASH STATISTICS 

State Road No. 

Roadway Section 

Mile Post Limits 

ADT 

Nearest Node 

Crash Rate Class Category 

CRASH TYPE 

SEVERITY 

LIGHT CONDITIONS 

~EATHER 

fSURFACE CONDITIONS 

MONTH OF YEAR 

DAY OF WEEK 

HOUR OF DAY 

Crash Statistics_ Summary 

Rear End 

Head On 

Angle 

Left Turn 

Right Tum 

Sideswipe 

Pedestrian/Bicycle 

Fixed Object 

Other 

Fatal Crashes 

PDO 
Injury Crashes 

Daylite 

Dusk 

Dawn 

Dark (w/Street Lites) 

Dark (wo/Street Lites) 
Unknown 

Dry 

Cloudy 

Rain 

Fog 

Others 

Unknown 

Dry 

Wet 

others 
Unknown 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Sunday 

Monday 

Tuesday 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

Friday 

Saturday 

00:00..()3:00 

03:00-06:00 

06:00..()9:00 

09:00-12:00 

12:00-15:00 

15:00-18:00 

18:00-21:00 

21 :00-24:00 

997 

87150000 

5.898 

12,000 

879 

R-2UN 

Number 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
1 

0 

0 
1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 
0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 
0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
1 

to 

13,600 

Number 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 
0 

1 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 
0 

6.307 

13,500 

Number 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
1 

0 

0 
1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 
0 

1 

0 

0 
0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 
0 

14,100 0 

Number Number 

0 0 

0 0 

1 0 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
2 0 

0 0 
0 1 
3 0 

1 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
2 0 
0 0 

1 0 

2 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

3 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

1 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
1 0 

0 0 

0 0 
1 0 

1 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
2 0 

1 0 

1 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
1 0 

5/2/2005 



SW 256 Street to SW 248 Street 

CRASH STATISTICS 

State Road No. 

Roadway Section 

Mile Post Limits 

ADT 

Nearest Node 

Crash Rate Class Category 

CRASH TYPE 

SEVERITY 

LIGHT CONDITIONS 

r-"JEATHER 

SURFACE CONDITIONS 

MONTH OF YEAR 

DAY OF WEEK 

HOUR OF DAY 

Crash Statistics_Summary 

Rear End 

Head On 

Angle 

Left Tum 

Right Turn 

Sideswipe 

Pedestrian/Bicycle 

Fixed Object 

Other 

Fatal Crashes 

PDO 
Injury Crashes 

Daylite 

Dusk 

Dawn 

Dark (w/Street Lites) 

Dark (wo/Street Lites) 
Unknown 

Dry 

Cloudy 

Rain 

Fog 

Others 
Unknown 

Dry 

Wet 

Others 
Unknown 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Sunday 

Monday 

Tuesday 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

Friday 

Saturday 

00:00-03:00 

03:00-06:00 

06:00-09:00 

09:00-12:00 

12:00-15:00 

15:00-18:00 

18:00-21:00 

21 :00-24:00 

997 

87150000 

6.407 

12,000 

881 

R-2UN 

1999 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

2 

0 

0 
0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 
0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

to 

0 

2000 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

1 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

6.809 

13,500 

2001 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

0 

1 
0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

0 

1 
0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 
0 

14,100 16,200 

2002 2003 

1 0 

0 0 

0 0 

2 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
0 1 

0 0 

0 1 
3 0 

3 0 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 1 
0 0 

2 1 
1 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

3 1 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

1 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 1 

1 0 

0 0 

1 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 1 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

3 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

1 0 

2 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
0 1 

5/2/2005 



SW 248 Street to SW 232 Street 

CRASH STATISTICS 

State Road No. 

Roadway Section 

Mile Post Limits 

ADT 
Nearest Node 

Crash Rate Class Category 

!CRASH TYPE 

SEVERITY 

IGHT CONDITIONS 

rt'JEATHER 

SURFACE CONDITIONS 

MONTH OF YEAR 

DAY OF WEEK 

HOUR OF DAY 

Crash Statistics_Summary 

Rear End 

Head On 

Angle 

Left Turn 

Right Turn 

Sideswipe 

Pedestrian/Bicycle 

Fixed Object 
Other 

Fatal Crashes 

PDO 
Injury Crashes 

Daylite 

Dusk 

Dawn 

Dark (w/Street Lites) 

Dark (we/Street Lites) 
Unknown 

Dry 

Cloudy 

Rain 

Fog 

Others 
Unknown 

Dry 

Wet 

Others 
Unknown 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 
December 

Sunday 

Monday 

Tuesday 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

Friday 
Saturday 

00:00-03:00 

03:00-06:00 

06:00-09:00 

09:00-12:00 

12:00-15:00 

15:00-16:00 

16:00-21 :00 
21:00-24:00 

997 

67150000 

6.909 

12,000 

5732 

R-2UN 

1999 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
1 

0 
0 
1 

0 

0 
0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 

1 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
1 
0 

to 
13,600 

2000 

1 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
1 

0 

0 
2 

2 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
1 
1 

0 
0 
0 

1 
1 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
1 

0 

0 
1 
0 

0 
0 

0 

1 

0 
1 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 
1 
0 

7.629 

13,500 

2001 

1 

0 
1 
1 

0 
2 
0 

0 
2 

0 
0 
7 

4 
0 
0 
2 
1 
0 

5 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 

7 

0 
0 
0 

2 
1 
0 

1 
1 
1 
0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

1 

2 
2 

0 

1 
1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 
1 

2 
1 

14,100 

2002 

0 

0 
1 

1 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
2 

2 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 

2 
0 

0 
0 

0 
1 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
1 

0 
1 

0 
0 

0 

1 
0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

16,200 

2003 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
1 

0 

0 
2 

0 
2 
1 

2 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 

1 
2 
0 
0 

0 
0 

3 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
1 

0 

1 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 
2 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 
0 

5/2/2005 



SW 232 Street to SW 216 Street 

CRASH STATISTICS 

State Road No. 

Roadway Section 

Mile Post Limits 

ADT 

Nearest Node 

Crash Rate Class Category 

CRASH TYPE 

SEVERITY 

LIGHT CONDITIONS 

WEATHER 

SURFACE CONDITIONS 

MONTH OF YEAR 

DAY OF WEEK 

HOUR OF DAY 

Crash Statistics_Summary 

Rear End 

Head On 

Angle 

Left Turn 

Right Tum 

Sideswipe 

Pedestrian/Bicycle 

Fixed Object 

Other 

Fatal Crashes 

PDO 

Injury Crashes 

Daylite 

Dusk 

Dawn 

Dark (w/Street Lites) 

Dark (wo/Street Lites) 

Unknown 

Dry 

Cloudy 

Rain 

Fog 

Others 

Unknown 

Dry 

Wet 

Others 

Unknown 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Sunday 

Monday 

Tuesday 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

Friday 

Saturday 

00:00-03:00 

03:00-06:00 

06:00-09:00 

09:00-12:00 

12:00-15:00 

15:00-18:00 

18:00-21 :00 

21:00-24:00 

997 

87150000 

7.929 

12,500 

884 

R-2UN 

1999 

2 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
2 

0 

1 

4 

3 

0 

0 

0 

2 
0 

3 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

4 
1 

0 
0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 
0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

3 

2 

0 

0 

1 

1 

1 

0 
0 

to 

14,300 

2000 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 
1 

0 

1 

2 

2 

1 

0 

0 

0 
0 

2 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

8.835 

15,100 

2001 

2 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 
1 

0 

0 
4 

2 

0 

0 

0 

2 
0 

2 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

3 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 
0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

1 

0 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

14,600 16,800 

2002 2003 

3 2 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
2 0 

0 0 

3 1 

2 1 

4 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
1 2 
0 0 

3 1 

2 0 

0 1 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

5 1 

0 1 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

1 1 

2 0 

0 1 

0 0 
0 0 

1 0 

0 0 

1 0 

0 0 
0 0 

1 2 

0 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

0 0 
1 0 

1 1 

0 0 

0 0 

1 0 

0 0 

1 0 

2 0 
0 1 

5/2/2005 



SW 216 Street to SW 200 Street 

CRASH STATISTICS 

State Road No. 

Roadway Section 

Mile Post Limits 

ADT 

Nearest Node 

Crash Rate Class Category 

CRASH TYPE 

SEVERITY 

LIGHT CONDITIONS 

r--vEATHER 

!SURFACE CONDITIONS 

MONTH OF YEAR 

DAY OF WEEK 

HOUR OF DAY 

Crash Statistics_Summary 

Rear End 

Head On 

Angle 

Left Turn 

Right Turn 

Sideswipe 

Pedestrian/Bicycle 

Fixed Object 
Other 

Fatal Crashes 

PDO 

Injury Crashes 

Daylite 

Dusk 

Dawn 

Dark (w/Street Lites) 

Dark (we/Street Lites) 
Unknown 

Dry 

Cloudy 

Rain 

Fog 

Others 
Unknown 

Dry 

Wet 

Others 
Unknown 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

Septell)ber 

October 

November 

December 

Sunday 

Monday 

Tuesday 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

Friday 

Saturday 

00:00-03:00 

03:00-06:00 

06:00-09:00 

09:00-12:00 

12:00-15:00 

15:00-18:00 

18:00-21 :00 

21:00-24:00 

997 

87150000 

8.935 

12,500 

885 

R-2UN 

1999 

3 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
2 

0 

4 
2 

4 
1 

0 

0 

0 
1 

3 

2 

0 

0 

0 
0 

5 

0 

1 
0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

2 

0 

1 

2 

1 

0 

0 

1 

1 

1 

2 

0 

1 

0 

to 

14,300 

2000 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 
1 

0 

0 
2 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 
0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

2 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

9.834 

15,100 

2001 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 
1 

0 

2 
1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 
0 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

3 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 
0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 
0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 
0 

14,600 

2002 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 
1 

0 

1 

3 

3 

0 

0 

0 

1 
0 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 
0 

3 

0 

1 
0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
1 

3 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 
0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

1 

0 

16,800 

2003 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
1 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

1 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 
0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

5/2/2005 



SW 200 Street to SW 192 Street 

CRASH STATISTICS 

State Road No. 

Roadway Section 

Mile Post Limits 

ADT 

Nearest Node 

Crash Rate Class Category 

CRASH TYPE 

~EVERITY 

LIGHT CONDITIONS 

WEATHER 

SURFACE CONDITIONS 

MONTH OF YEAR 

DAY OF WEEK 

HOUR OF DAY 

Crash Statistics_Summary 

Rear End 

Head On 

Angle 

Left Turn 

Right Turn 

Sideswipe 

Pedestrian/Bicycle 

Fixed Object 

Other 

Fatal Crashes 

PDQ 

Injury Crashes 

Daylite 

Dusk 

Dawn 

Dark (w/Street Lites) 

Dark (wo/Street Lites) 
Unknown 

Dry 

Cloudy 

Rain 

Fog 

Others 
Unknown 

Dry 

Wet 

Others 
Unknown 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Sunday 

Monday 

Tuesday 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

Friday 

Saturday 

00:00-03:00 

03:00-06:00 

06:00-09:00 

09:00-12:00 

12:00-15:00 

15:00-18:00 

18:00-21 :00 

21:00-24:00 

997 

87150000 

9.934 

12,500 

887 

R-2UN 

1999 

2 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
1 

0 

0 
5 

3 

0 

0 

1 
1 
0 

1 

3 

1 
0 

0 
0 

3 

2 

0 
0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 
0 

0 

1 
1 

2 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 
1 

0 

1 

0 
2 

1 
0 
1 
0 

to 

0 

2000 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

1 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

10.339 

15,100 

2001 

1 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

1 
0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

1 

0 

0 
0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

14,600 16,800 

2002 2003 

1 3 

0 0 

0 1 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

0 2 
1 2 

1 1 
0 0 

0 0 

0 1 
0 2 
0 0 

0 3 

0 1 

1 0 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 4 
1 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 1 

1 0 

0 0 

0 1 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 1 

0 1 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

0 1 

0 0 

0 1 

0 1 

0 0 
1 1 

0 0 

0 1 

0 1 

0 0 

1 0 
0 0 

0 2 
0 0 

5/2/2005 



SW 192 Street to SW 184 Street 

CRASH STATISTICS 

State Road No. 

Roadway Section 

Mile Post Limits 

ADT 

Nearest Node 

Crash Rate Class Category 

CRASH TYPE 

pEVERITY 

LIGHT CONDITIONS 

!WEATHER 

SURFACE CONDITIONS 

MONTH OF YEAR 

DAY OF WEEK 

HOUR OF DAY 

Crash Statistics_Summary 

Rear End 

Head On 

Angle 

Left Turn 

Right Turn 

Sideswipe 

Pedestrian/Bicycle 

Fixed Object 

Other 

Fatal Crashes 

PDO 
Injury Crashes 

Daylite 

Dusk 

Dawn 

Dark (w/Street Lites) 

Dark (wo/Street Lites) 
Unknown 

Dry 

Cloudy 

Rain 

Fog 

Others 
Unknown 

Dry 

Wet 

Others 
Unknown 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 
December 

Sunday 

Monday 

Tuesday 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

Friday 

Saturday 

00:00-03:00 

03:00-06:00 

06:00-09:00 

09:00-12:00 

12:00-15:00 

15:00-18:00 

18:00-21:00 

21 :00-24:00 

997 

87150000 

10.439 to 

12,500 14,300 

7189 

R-2UN 

1999 2000 

0 1 
1 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 1 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

1 0 
0 2 

0 1 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

1 1 
0 0 

1 1 
0 0 

0 1 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

1 1 
0 1 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 1 

0 0 

0 0 
1 1 

0 0 

0 0 

0 1 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
1 1 

0 0 

0 0 

0 1 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
1 1 

10.846 

15,100 0 0 

2001 2002 2003 

2 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 0 0 

1 1 1 
1 0 0 

2 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 0 0 

1 0 0 

1 0 0 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

1 0 0 

1 0 0 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

1 0 0 

0 0 0 

1 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

2 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

1 0 0 

0 0 0 

1 0 0 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

5/2/2005 



SW 184 Street to SW 168 Street 

CRASH STATISTICS 

State Road No. 

Roadway Section 

Mile Post Limits 

ADT 

Nearest Node 

Crash Rate Class Category 

PRASHTYPE 

!SEVERITY 

LIGHT CONDITIONS 

WEATHER 

SURFACE CONDITIONS 

MONTH OF YEAR 

DAY OF WEEK 

HOUR OF DAY 

Crash Statistics_Summary 

Rear End 

Head On 

Angle 

Left Tum 

Right Turn 

Sideswipe 

Pedestrian/Bicycle 

Fixed Object 

Other 

Fatal Crashes 

PDO 
Injury Crashes 

Daylite 

Dusk 

Dawn 

Dark (w/Street Lites) 

Dark (wo/Street Lites) 
Unknown 

Dry 

Cloudy 

Rain 

Fog 

Others 
Unknown 

Dry 

Wet 

Others 
Unknown 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Sunday 

Monday 

Tuesday 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

Friday 

Saturday 

00:00-03:00 

03:00-06:00 

06:00-09:00 

09:00-12:00 

12:00-15:00 

15:00-18:00 

18:00-21:00 

21 :00-24:00 

997 

87150000 

10.946 

10,900 

890 

R-2UN 

1999 

1 
0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 
0 
1 

0 

3 
1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

2 
0 

3 

1 
0 

0 

0 
0 

4 

0 

0 
0 

1 
0 

0 

1 
0 

0 

0 

1 
0 

1 
0 
0 

0 

1 
2 

0 

0 

1 
0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

2 
0 

to 

12,200 

2000 

1 
0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
1 

0 

2 
2 

3 

0 

0 

0 

1 
0 

0 

2 

1 
0 

0 
0 

2 

1 

1 
0 

0 

0 

0 

1 
0 

0 

2 

1 
0 

0 

0 
0 

1 
2 

0 

0 

0 

0 
1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 
2 

0 
1 

11.848 

11,500 

2001 

1 
0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
3 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 

0 

0 

2 

1 

0 

0 
0 

2 

1 
0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 
0 

0 

1 
1 
0 

1 
1 
0 

0 

1 
0 
0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

1 
0 

14,500 14,500 

2002 2003 

1 2 

1 0 

0 1 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
3 0 

0 0 

3 1 
2 2 

3 2 

1 0 

0 0 

0 0 

1 1 
0 0 

3 3 

1 0 

1 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

4 3 

0 0 

1 0 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 1 
0 0 

0 0 

1 1 
3 0 

0 1 
0 0 

0 0 
1 0 

0 0 

1 0 

1 1 
1 1 
0 0 

1 0 
1 1 

0 0 

0 0 

1 0 

0 0 

1 0 

2 2 

0 0 
1 1 

5/2/2005 



SW 168 Street to SW 136 Street 

CRASH STATISTICS 

State Road No. 

Roadway Section 

Mile Post Limits 

ADT 

Nearest Node 

Crash Rate Class Category 

CRASH TYPE 

~EVERITY 

IGHT CONDITIONS 

WEATHER 

SURFACE CONDITIONS 

MONTH OF YEAR 

DAY OF WEEK 

HOUR OF DAY 

Crash Statistics_Summary 

Rear End 

Head On 

Angle 

Left Turn 

Right Turn 

Sideswipe 

Pedestrian/Bicycle 

Fixed Object 

Other 

Fatal Crashes 

PDO 
Injury Crashes 

Daylite 

Dusk 

Dawn 

Dark (w/Street Lites) 

Dark (wo/Street Lites) 

Unknown 

Dry 

Cloudy 

Rain 

Fog 

Others 

Unknown 

Dry 

Wet 

Others 
Unknown 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 
December 

Sunday 

Monday 

Tuesday 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

Friday 

Saturday 

00:00-03:00 

03:00-06:00 

06:00-09:00 

09:00-12:00 

12:00-15:00 

15:00-18:00 

18:00-21 :00 

21:00-24:00 

997 

87150000 

11.995 

10,900 

7424 

R-2UN 

1999 

1 
1 

1 

1 
0 

0 

0 
0 
1 

0 
3 
2 

3 
1 

0 
0 

1 

0 

5 
0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

5 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

1 

2 

0 

1 
1 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
1 
2 

1 
0 

0 
1 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

1 
2 
0 

to 

12,200 

2000 

0 

1 

0 

1 
0 

2 

0 

0 
3 

0 

2 
5 

6 

0 

0 

0 

1 
0 

3 
2 

1 

0 

0 
0 

5 
1 
1 

0 

1 

1 
1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 
1 
0 

0 
0 

1 
1 

1 
0 

0 

0 
4 

0 

0 

1 
0 

2 

3 
1 
0 

13.845 

11,500 

2001 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 
1 

0 

3 
2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

3 
0 

2 

2 

1 

0 
0 
0 

4 

1 

0 
0 

0 

1 

1 
0 

1 

1 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 

3 
0 

0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

3 
0 

14,500 

2002 

1 
0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 
3 

0 
1 
5 

4 

0 

0 

1 

0 
1 

3 
2 

0 

0 

0 
0 

5 
0 

1 
0 

0 
1 

0 

1 
0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 
0 

1 
0 

0 

0 

2 

1 
2 

1 

0 

0 

1 
0 

3 
1 

0 

14,500 

2003 

0 

3 
1 

0 

0 
1 
0 
0 
4 

0 

1 
8 

5 
0 

0 

0 

3 
1 

4 
3 
2 

0 

0 
0 

6 

3 
0 
0 

1 

0 
1 

0 

0 
2 

1 
0 
2 

1 

0 
1 

2 

1 
2 

0 

2 

1 
1 

1 
0 

0 

3 
0 

3 
2 
0 

5/2/2005 



Krome Avenue 
SW 296 Street to SW 288 Street (BMP - 3.877 - EMP - 4.272) 

1999 3 12,000 0.395 1.734 0.679 1.645 1.421 1.221 1 0 $656,700 

2000 3 13,600 0.395 1.530 0.679 1.645 1.392 1.099 3 0 $656,700 

2001 1 13,500 0.395 0.514 0.679 1.645 1.394 0.369 0 0 $218,900 

2002 0 0 0.395 #DIV/0! #N/A 1.645 #N/A #DIV/0! 0 0 $0 

2003 2 16,200 0.395 0.856 0.679 1.645 1.352 0.633 1 0 $437,800 

9 

Safety Ratio 4/20/2005 



Krome Avenue 
SW 288 Street to SW 272 Street (BMP - 4.372 - EMP - 5.292) 

1999 2 12,000 0.920 0.496 0.679 1.645 1.230 0.403 1 0 $437,800 

2000 4 13,600 0.920 0.876 0.679 1.645 1.204 0.728 2 $875,600 

2001 5 13,500 0.920 1.103 0.679 1.645 1.205 0.915 3 0 $1,094,500 

2002 4 14,100 0.920 0.845 0.679 1.645 1.196 0.706 4 0 $875,600 

2003 4 16,200 0.920 0.735 0.679 1.645 1.168 0.629 3 0 $875,600 

19 

Safety Ratio 4/20/2005 



Krome Avenue 
SW 272 Street to SW 264 Street (BMP - 5.392 - EMP - 5.798) 

1999 0 0 0.406 #DIV/0! 0.679 1.645 #DIV/0! #DIV/0! 0 0 $0 

2000 0 0 0.406 #DIV/0! 0.679 1.645 #DIV/0! #DIV/0! 0 0 $0 

2001 0 0 0.406 #DIV/0! 0.679 1.645 #DIV/0! #DIV/0! 0 0 $0 

2002 1 14,100 0.406 0.479 0.679 1.645 1.377 0.347 0 0 $218,900 

2003 1 16,200 0.406 0.417 0.679 1.645 1.346 0.310 4 2 $218,900 

2 

Safety Ratio 4/20/2005 



Krome Avenue 
SW 264 Street to SW 256 Street (BMP - 5.898 - EMP - 6.307) 

1999 1 12,000 0.409 0.558 0.679 1.645 1.413 0.395 1 0 $218,900 

2000 1 13,600 0.409 0.493 0.679 1.645 1.384 0.356 1 0 $218,900 

2001 1 13,500 0.409 0.496 0.679 1.645 1.386 0.358 0 $218,900 

2002 3 14,100 0.409 1.425 0.679 1.645 1.376 1.036 3 0 $656,700 

2003 0 0 0.409 #DIV/0! 0.679 1.645 #DIV/0! #DIV/0! 0 0 $0 

6 

Safety Ratio 4/20/2005 



Krome Avenue 
SW 256 Street to SW 248 Street (BMP - 6.407 - EMP - 6.809) 

1999 2 12,000 0.402 1.136 0.679 1.645 1.417 0.802 2 0 $437,800 

2000 0 0 0.402 #DIV/0! 0.679 1.645 #DIV/0! #DIV/0! 0 0 $0 

2001 1 13,500 0.402 0.505 0.679 1.645 1.390 0.363 0 0 $218,900 

2002 3 14,100 0.402 1.450 0.679 1.645 1.380 1.051 3 0 $656,700 

2003 1 16,200 0.402 0.421 0.679 1.645 1.348 0.312 0 0 $218,900 

7 

Safety Ratio 4/20/2005 



Krome Avenue 
SW 248 street to SW 232 Street (BMP - 6.909 - EMP - 7 .829) 

1999 1 12,000 0.920 0.248 0.679 1.645 1.230 0.202 1 0 $218,900 

2000 2 13,600 0.920 0.438 0.679 1.645 1.204 0.364 2 0 $437,800 

2001 7 13,500 0.920 1.544 0.679 1.645 1.205 1.281 7 0 $1,532,300 

2002 2 14,100 0.920 0.422 0.679 1.645 1.196 0.353 2 0 $437,800 

2003 3 16,200 0.920 0.551 0.679 1.645 1.168 0.472 1 0 $656,700 

15 

Safety Ratio 4/20/2005 



Krome Avenue 
SW 232 Street to SW 216 Street (BMP - 7.929 - EMP - 8.835) 

1999 5 12,500 0.906 1.210 0.679 1.645 1.225 0.988 4 0 $1,094,500 

2000 3 14,300 0.906 0.634 0.679 1.645 1.197 0.530 2 0 $656,700 

2001 4 15,100 0.906 0.801 0.679 1.645 1.185 0.676 4 0 $875,600 

2002 5 14,600 0.906 1.036 0.679 1.645 1.192 0.869 2 0 $1,094,500 

2003 2 16,800 0.906 0.360 0.679 1.645 1.164 0.309 1 0 $437,800 

19 

Safety Ratio 4/20/2005 



Krome Avenue 
SW 216 Street to SW 200 Street (BMP - 8.935 - EMP - 9.834) 

1999 6 12,500 0.899 1.463 0.679 1.645 1.226 1.193 2 0 $1,313,400 

2000 2 14,300 0.899 0.426 0.679 1.645 1.198 0.356 2 0 $437,800 

2001 3 15,100 0.899 0.605 0.679 1.645 1.187 0.510 0 $656,700 

2002 4 14,600 0.899 0.835 0.679 1.645 1.194 0.699 3 0 $875,600 

2003 1 16,800 0.899 0.181 0.679 1.645 1.166 0.156 0 0 $218,900 

16 

Safety Ratio 4/20/2005 



Krome Avenue 
SW 200 Street to SW 192 Street (BMP - 9.934 - EMP - 10.339) 

1999 5 12,500 0.405 2.706 0.679 1.645 1.406 1.925 5 0 $1,094,500 

2000 0 0 0.405 #DIV/0! 0.679 1.645 #DIV/0! #DIV/0! 0 0 $0 

2001 1 15,100 0.405 0.448 0.679 1.645 1.362 0.329 0 0 $218,900 

2002 1 14,600 0.405 0.463 0.679 1.645 1.370 0.338 0 $218,900 

2003 4 16,800 0.405 1.611 0.679 1.645 1.338 1.204 2 0 $875,600 

11 

Safety Ratio 4/20/2005 



Krome Avenue 
SW 192 Street to SW 184 Street (BMP - 10.439 - EMP - 10.846) 

1999 12,500 0.407 0.539 0.679 1.645 1.404 0.383 0 0 $218,900 

2000 2 14,300 0.407 0.941 0.679 1.645 1.374 0.685 2 0 $437,800 

2001 2 15,100 0.407 0.892 0.679 1.645 1.361 0.655 1 0 $437,800 

2002 0 0 0.407 #DIV/01 0.679 1.645 #DIV/0! #DIV/0! 0 0 $0 

2003 0 0 0.407 #DIV/0! 0.679 1.645 #DIV/0! #DIV/0! 0 0 $0 

5 

Safety Ratio 4/20/2005 



Krome Avenue 
SW 184 Street to SW 168 Street (BMP - 10.946 - EMP - 11.848) 

1999 4 10,900 0.902 1.115 0.679 1.645 1.255 0.888 1 $875,600 

2000 4 12,200 0.902 0.996 0.679 1.645 1.231 0.809 2 0 $875,600 

2001 3 11,500 0.906 0.789 0.679 1.645 1.243 0.635 3 0 $656,700 

2002 5 14,500 0.902 1.047 0.679 1.645 1.195 0.877 2 0 $1,094,500 

2003 3 14,500 0.902 0.628 0.679 1.645 1.195 0.526 2 0 $656,700 

19 

Safety Ratio 4/20/2005 



Krome Avenue 
SW 168 Street to SW 136 Street (BMP - 11.995 - EMP - 13.845) 

1999 5 10,900 1.850 0.679 0.679 1.645 1.111 0.612 2 0 $1,094,500 

2000 7 12,200 1.850 0.850 0.679 1.645 1.091 0.779 5 0 $1,532,300 

2001 5 11,500 1.850 0.644 0.679 1.645 1.101 0.585 2 1 $1,094,500 

2002 6 14,500 1.850 0.613 0.679 1.645 1.061 0.577 5 0 $1,313,400 

2003 9 14,500 1.850 0.919 0.679 1.645 1.061 0.866 8 0 $1,970,100 

32 

Safety Ratio 4/20/2005 



(Spot Analysis) 



Krome Avenue at SW 296 Street 

CRASH STATISTICS 

State Road No. 

Roadway Section 

Mile Post Limits 

ADT 

Nearest Node 

Crash Rate Class Category 

!\'RASH TYPE 

SEVERITY 

LIGHT CONDITIONS 

!WEATHER 

!SURFACE CONDITIONS 

MONTH OF YEAR 

DAY OF WEEK 

HOUR OF DAY 

Crash Statistics_ Summary 

Rear End 

Head On 

Angle 

Left Turn 

Right Tum 

Sideswipe 

Pedestrian/Bicycle 

Fixed Object 

Other 

Fatal Crashes 

PDO 
Injury Crashes 

Daylite 

Dusk 

Dawn 

Dark (w/Street Lites) 

Dark (wo/Street Lites) 

Unknown 

Dry 

Cloudy 

Rain 

Fog 

Others 
Unknown 

Dry 

Wet 

Others 
Unknown 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Sunday 

Monday 

Tuesday 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

Friday 

Saturday 

00:00-03:00 

03:00-06:00 

06:00-09:00 

09:00-12:00 

12:00-15:00 

15:00-18:00 

18:00-21 :00 
21 :00-24:00 

997 

87150000 

3.777 

16,300 

872 

S-2UN 

1999 

3 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
4 

1 

0 

0 

2 

0 
1 

3 
1 

0 

0 

0 
0 

4 

0 

0 
0 

1 

2 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 
0 

1 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 
1 

0 

0 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 
1 

to 

13,900 

2000 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 
4 

0 

3 
4 

3 

0 

0 

3 

1 
0 

4 

2 
1 

0 

0 
0 

6 
1 

0 
0 

0 

1 

1 

1 

2 
0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 
0 

1 

0 

1 

2 

0 

1 
2 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

2 

1 
2 

3.877 

11,700 

2001 

2 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
1 

0 

1 
3 

2 
0 

0 

2 
0 
0 

2 
1 

1 

0 

0 
0 

3 

1 

0 
0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 
0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

1 
1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

1 
0 

14,100 

2002 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 
0 

1 

0 

0 
0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 
0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

11,600 

2003 

3 

0 

4 

1 

0 

2 

0 

0 
1 

0 

5 
6 

7 
0 

0 

4 

0 
0 

8 

3 

0 

0 

0 
0 

11 

0 

0 
0 

2 

0 

3 

0 

2 

0 

0 

1 

0 

2 

1 
0 

2 

2 

0 

0 

1 

1 
5 

3 

0 

0 

0 

2 

4 

2 
0 

5/2/2005 



Krome Avenue at SW 288 Street 

CRASH STATISTICS 

State Road No. 

Roadway Section 

Mile Post Limits 

ADT 

Nearest Node 

Crash Rate Class Category 

CRASH TYPE 

SEVERITY 

IGHT CONDITIONS 

WEATHER 

fSURFACE CONDITIONS 

MONTH OF YEAR 

DAY OF WEEK 

HOUR OF DAY 

Crash Statistics_Summary 

Rear End 

Head On 

Angle 

Left Tum 

Right Turn 

Sideswipe 

Pedestrian/Bicycle 

Fixed Object 
Other 

Fatal Crashes 

PDO 
Injury Crashes 

Daylite 

Dusk 

Dawn 

Dark (w/Street Lites) 

Dark (wo/Street Lites) 

Unknown 

Dry 

Cloudy 

Rain 

Fog 

Others 

Unknown 

Dry 

Wet 

Others 

Unknown 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Sunday 

Monday 

Tuesday 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

Friday 

Saturday 

00:00-03:00 

03:00-06:00 

06:00-09:00 

09:00-12:00 

12:00-15:00 

15:00-18:00 

18:00-21 :00 

21:00-24:00 

997 

87150000 

4.272 

12,000 

874 

S-2UN 

1999 

2 

0 

4 
0 

0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

0 

1 
6 

4 
0 

1 
1 
1 
0 

2 

4 
1 
0 

0 
0 

6 
1 
0 
0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

2 

0 

2 

0 

1 

0 
0 

0 

3 
1 

0 

0 

1 
2 

1 

1 

3 
0 

0 

2 

0 
0 

to 

13,600 

2000 

0 

0 

0 

1 
0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

1 
0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 
0 
0 

4.372 

13,500 

2001 

1 

0 

4 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
1 

0 

2 
4 

5 
0 

0 

1 

0 
0 

2 

3 
1 
0 

0 
0 

4 
2 

0 
0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

2 

0 

1 

0 

0 
0 

1 
0 

0 

1 

2 

0 
2 

1 

0 

3 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

14,100 

2002 

4 

0 

3 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

2 
5 

7 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

4 
2 

1 

0 

0 
0 

6 

1 
0 
0 

0 

1 
2 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 
1 

1 
2 

0 

0 

2 

1 
1 

0 

0 

2 

2 

2 

1 
0 
0 

16,200 

2003 

0 

0 

1 
0 

0 

1 
0 

0 
1 

0 

2 
1 

2 

0 

0 

1 
0 
0 

1 
1 
1 

0 

0 
0 

2 

1 
0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 
0 

0 

1 

0 

0 
1 

0 

0 

0 

1 
0 

0 
2 

0 

0 

0 

1 
0 

0 

2 
0 

5/2/2005 



Krome Avenue at SW 272 Street 

CRASH STATISTICS 

State Road No. 

Roadway Section 

Mile Post Limits 

ADT 

Nearest Node 

Crash Rate Class Category 

CRASH TYPE 

~EVERITY 

LIGHT CONDITIONS 

[WEATHER 

SURFACE CONDITIONS 

MONTH OF YEAR 

DAY OF WEEK 

HOUR OF DAY 

Crash Statistics_Summary 

Rear End 

Head On 

Angle 

Left Turn 

Right Tum 

Sideswipe 

Pedestrian/Bicycle 

Fixed Object 

Other 

Fatal Crashes 

PDO 
Injury Crashes 

Dayiite 

Dusk 

Dawn 

Dark (w/Street Lites) 

Dark (wo/Street Lites) 
Unknown 

Dry 

Cloudy 

Rain 

Fog 

Others 
Unknown 

Dry 

Wet 

Others 

Unknown 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Sunday 

Monday 

Tuesday 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

Friday 

Saturday 

00:00-03:00 

03:00-06:00 

06:00-09:00 

09:00-12:00 

12:00-15:00 

15:00-18:00 

18:00-21 :00 

21:00-24:00 

997 

87150000 

5.292 to 5.392 

12,000 13,600 13,500 

877 

S-2UN S-2UN S-2UN 

1999 2000 2001 

0 1 1 
0 0 0 

3 2 3 
1 2 3 
0 0 0 
0 2 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 
2 0 0 

0 0 0 

-4 2 2 
4 5 5 

4 2 5 
0 1 0 

0 1 0 

0 0 0 

1 3 2 
1 0 0 

2 4 4 
2 3 3 
0 0 0 

1 0 0 

0 0 0 
1 0 0 

5 6 6 

0 1 1 
0 0 0 
1 0 0 

0 0 0 

2 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 1 1 
0 0 0 
0 1 3 
1 1 1 

0 0 0 
1 0 2 

1 3 0 
0 1 0 
1 0 0 

2 1 1 
0 2 1 
1 0 0 
0 0 0 

1 1 2 

0 2 3 
2 1 0 

1 0 0 

1 1 0 

0 1 0 

1 0 0 

1 2 2 

2 0 1 
0 2 4 
0 1 0 

14,100 16,200 

S-2UN S-2UN 

2002 2003 

0 1 
0 0 

3 1 
3 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
2 1 
4 1 

3 1 
1 0 

0 0 

0 0 

2 1 
0 0 

3 1 
2 1 
1 0 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

5 2 

1 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

1 0 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

1 0 
1 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
1 0 
2 2 

0 1 
1 0 

3 1 
1 0 
0 0 

0 0 
1 0 

0 0 

0 1 

0 0 
1 0 

2 1 
1 0 
0 0 
2 0 

5/2/2005 



Krome Avenue at SW 264 Street 

CRASH STATISTICS 

State Road No. 

Roadway Section 

Mile Post Limits 

ADT 

Nearest Node 

Crash Rate Class Category 

CRASH TYPE 

SEVERITY 

IGHT CONDITIONS 

~EATHER 

SURFACE CONDITIONS 

MONTH OF YEAR 

DAY OF WEEK 

HOUR OF DAY 

Crash Statistics_Summary 

Rear End 

Head On 

Angle 

Left Turn 

Right Turn 

Sideswipe 

Pedestrian/Bicycle 

Fixed Object 

Other 

Fatal Crashes 

PDO 
Injury Crashes 

Daylite 

Dusk 

Dawn 

Dark (w/Street Lites) 

Dark (wo/Street Lites) 
Unknown 

Dry 

Cloudy 

Rain 

Fog 

Others 
Unknown 

Dry 

Wet 

Others 

Unknown 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Sunday 

Monday 

Tuesday 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

Friday 

Saturday 

00:00-03:00 

03:00-06:00 

06:00-09:00 

09:00-12:00 

12:00-15:00 

15:00-18:00 

18:00-21 :00 

21 :00-24:00 

997 

87150000 

5.798 

12,000 

879 

R-2UN 

1999 

2 

0 
1 
1 
0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
4 

2 

0 

0 
0 
2 
0 

3 

1 
0 

0 

0 
0 

4 
0 

0 
0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 
0 

0 

0 

0 
1 

0 

1 
0 

2 

0 

1 
0 

0 

0 

0 
1 
1 
0 

0 
2 

to 

13,600 

2000 

2 

0 
0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

3 
1 

2 

0 

1 
1 
0 
0 

2 

1 
1 
0 

0 
0 

2 

2 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

1 
0 
0 

0 

1 
1 
1 
0 
0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

1 
1 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

1 

0 
1 

5.898 

13,500 

2001 

4 
0 

1 
1 
0 

0 

0 

0 
1 

0 

3 
4 

4 
0 

0 

0 
3 
0 

3 

2 

2 

0 

0 
0 

4 
3 

0 
0 

2 

0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

0 

2 

1 
0 

1 
0 

2 

0 
0 
0 
2 

2 
1 

0 

0 

4 

0 

0 

1 
1 
1 

14,100 

2002 

0 
0 

1 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
1 

0 
2 
0 

0 
1 
0 

0 

1 
0 

1 
1 
0 

0 
0 
0 

2 

0 
0 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

1 
0 

0 
1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 
1 

16,200 

2003 

1 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
1 

0 
2 
0 

1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

1 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 

2 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
1 

0 

1 
0 

0 

1 
0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 
1 
0 

5/2/2005 



Krome Avenue at SW 256 Street 

CRASH STATISTICS 

State Road No. 

Roadway Section 

Mile Post Limits 

ADT 

Nearest Node 

Crash Rate Class Category 

CRASH TYPE 

SEVERITY 

LIGHT CONDITIONS 

~EATHER 

SURFACE CONDITIONS 

MONTH OF YEAR 

DAY OF WEEK 

HOUR OF DAY 

Crash Statistics_Summary 

Rear End 

Head On 

Angle 

Left Tum 

Right Turn 

Sideswipe 

Pedestrian/Bicycle 

Fixed Object 
Other 

Fatal Crashes 

PDQ 
Injury Crashes 

Daylite 

Dusk 

Dawn 

Dark (w/Street Lites) 

Dark (wo/Street Lites) 
Unknown 

Dry 

Cloudy 

Rain 

Fog 

Others 
Unknown 

Dry 

Wet 

Others 
Unknown 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 
December 

Sunday 

Monday 

Tuesday 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

Friday 
Saturday 

00:00-03:00 

03:00-06:00 

06:00-09:00 

09:00-12:00 

12:00-15:00 

15:00-18:00 

18:00-21 :00 
21 :00-24:00 

997 

87150000 

6.307 

12,000 

880 

R-2UN 

1999 

2 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 
1 

0 

2 
2 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 
1 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 
1 

3 

0 

0 
1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 
0 

1 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

1 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 
0 

to 

13,600 

2000 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 
0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

1 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 
0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
1 

6.407 

13,500 

2001 

1 
0 

1 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

1 
1 

1 
0 

0 

0 

1 
0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 
0 

2 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 
1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 
1 

14,100 16,200 

2002 2003 

4 3 
0 0 

0 1 

0 0 

0 0 
0 1 

0 0 

0 0 
1 2 

0 0 

0 1 
5 6 

2 3 
0 0 

0 0 

1 0 
2 4 
0 0 

2 7 

2 0 
1 0 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

3 7 

2 0 
0 0 
0 0 

1 3 

0 2 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

2 0 
1 1 

0 0 

1 0 

0 0 

0 1 
0 0 

0 1 

1 0 

0 0 

0 1 

2 0 

0 3 
2 2 

0 3 

1 0 

0 0 

1 1 

0 0 

2 1 

0 2 
1 0 

5/2/2005 



Krome Avenue at SW 248 Street 

CRASH STATISTICS 

State Road No. 

Roadway Section 

Mile Post Limits 

ADT 

Nearest Node 

Crash Rate Class Category 

PRASHTYPE 

SEVERITY· 

IGHT CONDITIONS 

r.'VEATHER 

SURFACE CONDITIONS 

MONTH OF YEAR 

DAY OF WEEK 

HOUR OF DAY 

Crash Statistics_Summary 

Rear End 

Head On 

Angle. 

Left Turn 

Right Turn 

Sideswipe 

Pedestrian/Bicycle 

Fixed Object 
Other 

Fatal Crashes 

PDO 
Injury Crashes 

Daylite 

Dusk 

Dawn 

Dark (w/Street Lites) 

Dark (wo/Street Lites) 

Unknown 

Dry 

Cloudy 

Rain 

Fog 

Others 
Unknown 

Dry 

Wet 

Others 
Unknown 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 
December 

Sunday 

Monday 

Tuesday 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

Friday 

Saturday 

00:00-03:00 

03:00-06:00 

06:00-09:00 

09:00-12:00 

12:00-15:00 

15:00-18:00 

18:00-21 :00 

21 :00-24:00 

997 

87150000 

6.809 

12,000 

882 

R-2UN 

1999 

4 

0 
1 
2 

0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

0 
4 
4 

8 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

4 

3 

1 
0 

0 
0 

6 
2 

0 
0 

0 
1 
2 

1 
0 
2 

0 

1 

0 
0 

0 
1 

2 
1 

1 
1 

0 
1 
2 

0 

0 

0 

2 

3 

2 

1 
0 

to 

13,600 

2000 

2 

0 
2 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
2 
2 

3 

0 
0 
1 
0 
0 

2 
2 

0 
0 
0 
0 

3 
1 

0 
0 

0 
1 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
1 

0 
2 

0 
0 

0 
1 

1 

2 

0 

0 
0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

2 

0 
0 

6.909 

13,500 

2001 

2 

0 

1 
1 

0 

0 
0 
0 
1 

0 
1 
4 

3 
0 
0 
1 

1 
0 

4 
1 

0 
0 
0 
0 

5 

0 

0 
0 

0 
1 

1 
0 

0 
2 

0 

0 
0 
1 

0 
0 

2 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 
1 

0 

1 

0 

1 

1 

0 

1 
1 

14,100 16,200 

2002 2003 

1 4 

0 0 
2 3 

1 0 
1 0 

0 2 

0 0 

0 0 
1 1 

0 0 

1 8 
5 2 

5 7 

0 1 
1 0 

0 0 
0 2 
0 0 

3 5 

3 5 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

6 9 
0 1 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

1 1 
0 1 

2 0 
1 3 

1 0 

0 1 

0 1 
1 1 

0 1 

0 1 
0 0 

1 2 

0 2 

1 3 

1 2 

0 0 

2 1 

1 0 

0 1 

1 0 

1 1 

2 1 

1 0 

1 5 

0 2 
0 0 

5/2/2005 



Krome Avenue at SW 232 Street 

CRASH STATISTICS 

State Road No. 

Roadway Section 

Mile Post Limits 

ADT 

Nearest Node 

Crash Rate Class Category 

CRASH TYPE 

SEVERITY 

LIGHT CONDITIONS 

WEATHER 

fSURFACE CONDITIONS 

MONTH OF YEAR 

DAY OF WEEK 

HOUR OF DAY 

Crash Statistics_Summary 

Rear End 

Head On 

Angle 

Left Turn 

Right Turn 

Sideswipe 

Pedestrian/Bicycle 

Fixed Object 
Other 

Fatal Crashes 

PDO 
Injury Crashes 

Daylite 

Dusk 

Dawn 

Dark (w/Street Lites) 

Dark (we/Street Lites) 
Unknown 

Dry 

Cloudy 

Rain 

Fog 

Others 
Unknown 

Dry 

Wet 

Others 
Unknown 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 
December 

Sunday 

Monday 

Tuesday 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

Friday 
Saturday 

OO:OO-Q3:00 

03:00.06:00 

06:00.09:00 

09:00-12:00 

12:00-15:00 

15:00-18:00 

18:00-21:00 
21 :00-24:00 

997 

87150000 

7.829 

12,000 

883 

R-2UN 

1999 

0 
1 

2 

1 
0 

0 
1 

0 
0 

0 
1 
4 

3 
0 
0 
2 

0 
0 

3 
2 
0 
0 

0 
0 

5 
0 
0 
0 

1 

1 
1 
1 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

4 
0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

2 

1 
0 

to 
13,600 

2000 

2 

0 
1 

1 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
2 
2 

3 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 

3 
1 
0 

0 
0 
0 

4 

0 

0 
0 

0 
1 
2 

0 

0 
0 

0 
1 

0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
1 

0 

0 

2 

1 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7.929 

13,500 

2001 

2 

1 
1 

0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
2 
2 

3 

0 
0 
0 
1 
0 

4 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

4 

0 
0 
0 

1 

0 
1 
1 

0 

0 
0 

0 
1 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

1 

0 
2 

1 
0 

0 

0 

0 
2 

0 

1 
1 
0 

14,100 

2002 

2 

0 
2 

1 

0 
0 
0 

0 
3 

0 
7 
1 

6 
0 
1 
0 
1 
0 

5 
3 
0 
0 
0 
0 

8 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
2 
2 

1 
1 

0 

0 

0 
1 

0 
1 

0 

0 

1 
1 

0 
4 
2 

1 

1 

0 

2 

1 

0 

3 
0 

16,200 

2003 

6 

0 
0 
1 

0 

0 
0 
0 
2 

0 
2 
7 

4 
1 

0 
1 
3 
0 

5 
3 
1 

0 
0 
0 

7 
2 
0 
0 

0 
1 

0 
0 

0 
1 

0 
0 

0 

3 
2 
2 

2 

2 

1 

0 

2 

1 
1 

0 

1 

0 

2 

2 

0 

3 
1 

5/2/2005 



Krome Avenue at SW 216 Street 

CRASH STATISTICS 

State Road No. 

Roadway Section 

Mile Post Limits 

ADT 

Nearest Node 

Crash Rate Class Category 

vRASHTYPE 

~EVERITY 

LIGHT CONDITIONS 

r.-vEATHER 

SURFACE CONDITIONS 

MONTH OF YEAR 

DAY OF WEEK 

HOUR OF DAY 

Crash Statistics_Summary 

Rear End 

Head On 

Angle 

Left Turn 

Right Tum 

Sideswipe 

Pedestrian/Bicycle 

Fixed Object 
Other 

Fatal Crashes 

PDO 

Injury Crashes 

Daylite 

Dusk 

Dawn 

Dark (w/Street Lites) 

Dark (wo/Street Lites) 

Unknown 

Dry 

Cloudy 

Rain 

Fog 

Others 
Unknown 

Dry 

Wet 

Others 
Unknown 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Sunday 

Monday 

Tuesday 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

Friday 

Saturday 

00:00-03:00 

03:00-06:00 

06:00-09:00 

09:00-12:00 

12:00-15:00 

15:00-18:00 

18:00-21:00 

21 :00-24:00 

997 

87150000 

8.835 

12,500 

885 

R-2UN 

1999 

1 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
1 

0 

1 
3 

3 
0 

0 

1 
0 
0 

2 

1 

1 
0 

0 
0 

2 

2 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 
0 

0 

1 
1 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

2 
0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

1 

1 

0 
0 

to 

14,300 

2000 

2 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

1 
2 

3 
0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

3 
0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

3 
0 

0 
0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 
2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

0 
0 

8.935 

15,100 

2001 

0 

0 

3 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
2 

0 

2 
3 

2 

0 

0 

1 

2 
0 

4 

1 

0 

0 

0 
0 

5 
0 

0 
0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

1 

1 
1 

1 

0 

2 

0 

1 

1 

0 
0 

14,600 

2002 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

2 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 
0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 
0 

16,800 

2003 

0 

0 

2 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 
1 

0 

2 
2 

3 
0 

0 

1 
0 
0 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 
0 

4 

0 

0 
0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 
0 
0 

1 

0 

1 

1 

0 

1 
0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

1 

0 

0 
1 

5/2/2005 



Krome Avenue at SW 200 Street 

CRASH STATISTICS 

State Road No. 

Roadway Section 

Mile Post Limits 

ADT 

Nearest Node 

Crash Rate Class Category 

vRASHTYPE 

~EVERITY 

LIGHT CONDITIONS 

WEATHER 

~URFACE CONDITIONS 

MONTH OF YEAR 

DAY OF WEEK 

HOUR OF DAY 

Crash Statistics_Summary 

Rear End 

Head On 

Angle 

Left Turn 

Right Tum 

Sideswipe 

Pedestrian/Bicycle 

Fixed Object 

Other 

Fatal Crashes 

PDO 
Injury Crashes 

Daylite 

Dusk 

Dawn 

Dark (w/Street Lites) 

Dark (wo/Street Lites) 
Unknown 

Dry 

Cloudy 

Rain 

Fog 

Others 
Unknown 

Dry 

Wet 

Others 
Unknown 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Sunday 

Monday 

Tuesday 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

Friday 

Saturday 

00:00-03:00 

03:00-06:00 

06:00-09:00 

09:00-12:00 

12:00-15:00 

15:00-18:00 

18:00-21 :00 

21 :00-24:00 

997 

87150000 

9.834 

12,500 

886 

R-2UN 

1999 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

1 
1 

1 
0 

0 

0 

1 
0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 
0 

2 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
1 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 
0 

to 

14,300 

2000 

6 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

5 
3 

5 
0 

0 

2 

1 
0 

4 
4 

0 

0 

0 
0 

8 
0 

0 
0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 
2 

0 

0 
1 

1 
2 

0 

1 

0 

1 

4 

0 
2 

0 

0 

1 

2 

0 

2 

1 
2 

9.934 

15,100 

2001 

3 
0 

3 
0 

0 

1 

0 

0 
2 

0 

3 
6 

7 

0 

0 

0 

2 
0 

7 

1 
1 

0 

0 
0 

8 
1 
0 
0 

2 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

2 

1 

1 
1 

2 

1 

0 

2 

0 

2 
2 

1 

0 

1 

2 

2 

2 

1 
0 

14,600 16,800 

2002 2003 

1 0 

0 0 

1 0 

1 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
1 2 

0 0 

1 1 
3 1 

2 0 

0 0 

0 0 

1 1 
1 1 
0 0 

1 1 
2 0 

1 1 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

3 1 
1 1 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

0 1 
1 0 

0 0 

0 0 

1 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 1 
0 0 

1 0 
1 0 

1 0 

1 1 

1 0 

0 1 

0 0 

1 0 
0 0 

0 1 

0 0 

0 0 

1 0 

1 0 

0 0 

0 1 
2 0 

5/2/2005 



Krome Avenue at SW 192 Street 

CRASH STATISTICS 

State Road No. 

Roadway Section 

Mile Post Limits 

ADT 

Nearest Node 

Crash Rate Class Category 

CRASH TYPE 

~EVERITY 

LIGHT CONDITIONS 

WEATHER 

SURFACE CONDITIONS 

MONTH OF YEAR 

DAY OF WEEK 

HOUR OF DAY 

Crash Statistics_Summary 

Rear End 

Head On 

Angle 

Left Turn 

Right Tum 

Sideswipe 

Pedestrian/Bicycle 

Fixed Object 

Other 

Fatal Crashes 

PDO 
Injury Crashes 

Daylite 

Dusk 

Dawn 

Dark (w/Street Lites) 

Dark (we/Street Lites) 
Unknown 

Dry 

Cloudy 

Rain 

Fog 

Others 
Unknown 

Dry 

Wet 

Others 
Unknown 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Sunday 

Monday 

Tuesday 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

Friday 

Saturday 

00:00-03:00 

03:00-06:00 

06:00-09:00 

09:00-12:00 

12:00-15:00 

15:00-18:00 

18:00-21 :00 

21:00-24:00 

997 

87150000 

10.339 

12,500 

889 

R-2UN 

1999 

0 
0 

2 
1 
0 
1 
0 
0 
2 

0 

3 
3 

3 
0 
1 
0 
0 
2 

0 
4 

0 
0 
0 
1 

4 
0 
1 
1 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
0 
0 

0 

0 

1 
0 

3 
2 
0 

1 
0 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
0 

to 

14,300 

2000 

3 
0 
2 

2 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

1 
6 

5 
2 
0 

0 
0 
0 

5 
1 
1 
0 
0 
0 

6 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

1 
1 
0 

0 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

0 

1 
2 

2 

1 
1 
0 

0 

0 

3 
1 
0 

2 

1 
0 

10.439 

15,100 

2001 

3 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 

0 

2 
3 

3 
0 
0 

0 
2 
0 

1 
3 
1 
0 

0 
0 

3 
1 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
2 
0 

1 
0 
1 
0 
0 

0 

0 

1 
0 
1 

0 
3 

0 

0 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
0 

14,600 

2002 

1 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 

1 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0. 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
1 

0 

1 
0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 
0 
0 

16,800 

2003 

1 
0 

2 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
3 

2 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 

1 
2 

0 
0 
0 
0 

3 
0 

0 
0 

1 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 

1 
1 
0 

0 

0 

0 
1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

5/2/2005 



Krome Avenue at SW 184 Street 

CRASH STATISTICS 

State Road No. 

Roadway Section 

Mile Post Limits 

ADT 

Nearest Node 

Crash Rate Class Category 

CRASH TYPE 

~EVERITY 

LIGHT CONDITIONS 

r-"JEATHER 

SURFACE CONDITIONS 

MONTH OF YEAR 

DAY OF WEEK 

HOUR OF DAY 

Crash Statistics_Summary 

Rear End 

Head On 

Angle 

Left Tum 

Right Turn 

Sideswipe 

Pedestrian/Bicycle 

Fixed Object 
Other 

Fatal Crashes 

PDO 
Injury Crashes 

Daylite 

Dusk 

Dawn 

Dark (w/Street Lites) 

Dark (wo/Street Lites) 

Unknown 

Dry 

Cloudy 

Rain 

Fog 

Others 
Unknown 

Dry 

Wet 

others 

Unknown 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 
December 

Sunday 

Monday 

Tuesday 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

Friday 

Saturday 

00:00-03:00 

03:00-06:00 

06:00-09:00 

09:00-12:00 

12:00-15:00 

15:00-18:00 

18:00-21:00 

21:00-24:00 

997 

87150000 

10.846 

12,500 

890 

R-2UN 

1999 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
1 

0 

2 
1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

1 
0 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

3 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

to 

14,300 

2000 

2 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
1 

0 

1 

4 

4 
0 

1 

0 

0 
0 

2 

2 

1 

0 

0 
0 

2 

3 
0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

1 

1 

0 
1 

2 

0 

1 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

1 

2 
0 
0 

10.946 

15,100 

2001 

2 

0 

1 

2 

0 

1 

0 

0 
1 

0 

4 
3 

5 
0 

0 

1 

1 
0 

2 

3 

2 

0 

0 
0 

4 
3 

0 
0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 

0 

1 

1 

0 
0 

1 

2 

0 

2 

1 

0 
1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 

3 

1 
0 

14,600 16,800 

2002 2003 

2 4 
0 0 

1 4 
1 0 

0 0 

0 1 

0 0 

0 0 
3 1 

0 0 

6 5 
1 5 

5 5 
0 0 
0 1 

1 3 

1 1 
0 0 

6 6 

1 3 

0 1 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

6 7 

1 3 
0 0 
0 0 

0 1 

0 0 

2 1 

0 0 

1 1 

1 0 

0 1 

1 2 

1 0 

0 2 

0 1 

1 1 

1 2 

0 1 

1 2 

0 1 

2 2 

2 1 

1 1 

1 0 

0 2 

2 3 

0 0 

2 2 
0 1 

1 1 
1 1 

5/2/2005 



Krome Avenue at SW 168 Street 

CRASH STATISTICS 

State Road No. 

Roadway Section 

Mile Post Limits 

ADT 

Nearest Node 

Crash Rate Class Category 

~.,;RASH TYPE 

~EVERITY 

LIGHT CONDITIONS 

WEATHER 

pURFACE CONDITIONS 

MONTH OF YEAR 

DAY OF WEEK 

HOUR OF DAY 

Crash Statistics_Summary 

Rear End 

Head On 

Angle 

Left Turn 

Right Turn 

Sideswipe 

Pedestrian/Bicycle 

Fixed Object 

Other 

Fatal Crashes 

PDO 
Injury Crashes 

Daylite 

Dusk 

Dawn 

Dark (w/Street Lites) 

Dark (wo/Street Lites) 

Unknown 

Dry 

Cloudy 

Rain 

Fog 

Others 
Unknown 

Dry 

Wet 

Others 

Unknown 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Sunday 

Monday 

Tuesday 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

Friday 

Saturday 

00:00-03:00 

03:00-06:00 

06:00-09:00 

09:00-12:00 

12:00-15:00 

15:00-18:00 

18:00-21 :00 

21 :00-24:00 

997 

87150000 

11.895 

10,900 

894 

R-2UN 

1999 

2 

0 
1 
1 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
1 
3 

4 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

3 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 

3 
1 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

2 
0 

1 

0 
1 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

2 

0 

0 
1 

1 
0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

2 

0 
0 

to 

12,200 

2000 

1 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
1 

0 
1 
1 

2 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

2 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

2 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
1 
0 

0 
1 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

1 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 
0 

11.995 

11,500 

2001 

2 
2 

1 
2 

0 
2 

0 

0 
1 

0 
2 
8 

4 
0 

0 
0 
6 
0 

6 

4 

0 
0 
0 
0 

9 

1 

0 
0 

1 
0 

0 
1 

1 
1 

0 

0 
2 

0 
2 
2 

0 
2 

1 

1 

0 
4 

2 

0 

0 

1 

1 

1 

1 

3 
3 

14,500 14,500 

2002 2003 

1 2 

0 0 

0 1 

0 1 

0 0 

0 1 

0 0 

0 0 
1 0 

0 0 
0 2 
2 3 

1 3 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
1 2 
0 0 

1 3 
1 2 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

2 5 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

1 0 
0 1 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 1 
0 1 

0 0 

0 1 
1 1 
0 0 

0 1 

1 0 

1 2 

0 1 

0 1 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 2 

0 0 

0 1 

1 0 

1 0 
0 2 

5/2/2005 



Krome Avenue at SW 136 Street 

CRASH STATISTICS 

State Road No. 

Roadway Section 

Mile Post Limits 

ADT 

Nearest Node 

Crash Rate Class Category 

CRASH TYPE 

!'EVERITY 

LIGHT CONDITIONS 

!WEATHER 

SURFACE CONDITIONS 

MONTH OF YEAR 

DAY OF WEEK 

HOUR OF DAY 

Crash Statistics_Summary 

Rear End 

Head On 

Angle 

Left Turn 

Right Tum 

Sideswipe 

Pedestrian/Bicycle 

Fixed Object 

Other 

Fatal Crashes 

PDQ 
Injury Crashes 

Daylite 

Dusk 

Dawn 

Dark (w/Street Lites) 

Dark (wo/Street Lites) 

Unknown 

Dry 

Cloudy 

Rain 

Fog 

Others 

Unknown 

Dry 

Wet 

Others 
Unknown 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Sunday 

Monday 

Tuesday 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

Friday 

Saturday 

00:00-03:00 

03:00-06:00 

06:00-09:00 

09:00-12:00 

12:00-15:00 

15:00-18:00 

18:00-21 :00 

21:00-24:00 

997 

87150000 

13.845 

10,900 

897 

R-2UN 

1999 

1 

0 
1 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
3 

0 
1 
4 

1 

0 
1 

0 
3 
0 

3 

2 

0 
0 

0 
0 

5 

0 
0 
0 

0 
1 

2 

0 
1 

0 
1 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

1 

0 
2 

0 

0 
1 

1 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 
2 

to 

12,200 

2000 

1 

0 

4 

6 

1 
0 
0 

0 
1 

0 
2 

11 

4 
0 

0 
1 

8 
0 

9 

3 

1 

0 
0 
0 

11 

2 

0 
0 

0 
2 

1 

0 
3 

1 

0 

0 
1 

4 
1 
0 

1 

1 

5 
1 

1 

0 
4 

4 

0 

2 

1 

1 
1 

1 

3 

13.945 

11,500 

2001 

4 
0 

6 

1 

0 
1 

0 
0 
0 

0 
6 
6 

6 

0 

0 
0 
6 
0 

6 

6 

0 
0 
0 
0 

12 

0 

0 
0 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0 
2 

2 

0 
1 

3 

3 

0 

1 

2 

0 
3 

2 

0 

2 

0 

2 

1 

3 
2 

14,500 14,500 

2002 2003 

4 2 

0 1 

1 2 

1 1 

0 0 

0 1 

0 0 

0 0 
0 1 

0 0 
1 3 
5 5 

3 5 
0 0 
0 0 
1 1 

2 2 
0 0 

3 2 

3 5 
0 1 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

6 7 

0 1 

0 0 
0 0 

1 1 

0 0 

1 0 
1 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

1 0 

1 1 

0 1 
0 1 
1 4 

0 1 

0 1 

1 1 

0 0 

0 2 

1 0 
4 3 

0 0 

0 0 

1 2 

0 0 

0 2 

2 0 

1 1 

2 3 

5/2/2005 



1999 4 16,300 

2000 7 13,900 

2001 4 11,700 

2002 1 14,100 

2003 11 11,600 

27 

Spot Safety Ratio 

Krome Avenue at SW 296 Street 
(BMP 3.777 - EMP 3.877) 

0.672 1.534 1.645 2.285 0.294 

1.380 1.534 1.645 2.340 0.590 

0.937 1.534 1.645 2.403 0.390 

0.194 0.739 1.645 1.265 0.154 

2.598 0.739 1.645 1.308 1.986 

4 0 $875,600 

4 0 $1,532,300 

3 0 $875,600 

1 0 $218,900 

6 0 $2,407,900 

4/20/2005 



1999 7 12,000 

2000 1 13,600 

2001 6 13,500 

2002 7 14,100 

2003 3 16,200 

24 

Spot Safety Ratio 

Krome Avenue at SW 288 Street 
(BMP 4.272 - EMP 4.372) 

1.598 1.534 1.645 2.393 

0.201 1.534 1.645 2.348 

1.218 1.534 1.645 2.350 

1.360 0.739 1.645 1.265 

0.507 0.739 1.645 1.236 

.. 

0.668 6 0 

0.086 0 0 

0.518 4 0 

1.075 4 1 

0.410 1 1 

4/20/2005 



1999 6 12,000 

2000 7 13,600 

2001 7 13,500 

2002 6 14,100 

2003 2 16,200 

28 

Spot Safety Ratio 

Krome Avenue at SW 272 Street 
(BMP 5.292 - EMP 5.392) 

1.370 1.534 1.645 2.393 

1.410 1.534 1.645 2.348 

1.421 1.534 1.645 2.350 

1.166 0.739 1.645 1.265 

0.338 0.739 1.645 1.236 

0.572 4 0 

0.601 5 0 

0.604. 5 0 

0.921 3 1 

0.274 1 0 

4/20/2005 



1999 4 12,000 

2000 4 13,600 

2001 7 13,500 

2002 2 14,100 

2003 2 16,200 

19 

Spot Safety Ratio 

Krome Avenue at SW 264 Street 
(BMP 5.798 - EMP 5.898) 

0.913 1.534 1.645 2.393 

0.806 1.534 1.645 2.348 

1.421 1.534 1.645 2.350 

0.389 0.739 1.645 1.265 

0.338 0.739 1.645 1.236 

0.382 3 1 

0.343 1 0 

0.604 4 0 

0.307 0 0 

0.274 0 0 

4/20/2005 



1999 4 12,000 

2000 1 13,600 

2001 2 13,500 

2002 5 14,100 

2003 7 16,200 

19 

Spot Safety Ratio 

Krome Avenue at SW 256 Street 
(BMP 6.307 - EMP 6.407) 

0.913 1.534 1.645 2.393 

0.201 1.534 1.645 2.348 

0.406 1.534 1.645 2.350 

0.972 0.739 1.645 1.265 

1.184 0.739 1.645 1.236 

0.382 2 0 

0.086 1 0 

0.173 2 2 

0.768 5 0 

0.958 6 0 

4/20/2005 



1999 8 12,000 

2000 4 13,600 

2001 5 13,500 

2002 6 14,100 

2003 10 16,200 

33 

Spot Safety Ratio 

Krome Avenue at SW 248 Street 
(BMP 6.809 - EMP 6.909) 

1.826 1.534 1.645 2.393 

0.806 1.534 1.645 2.348 

1.015 1.534 1.645 2.350 

1.166 0.739 1.645 1.265 

1.691 0.739 1.645 1.236 

0.763 4 0 

0.343 2 0 

0.432 4 0 

0.921 5 0 

1.368 2 0 

4/20/2005 



1999 5 12,000 

2000 4 13,600 

2001 4 13,500 

2002 8 14,100 

2003 9 16,200 

30 

Spot Safety Ratio 

Krome Avenue at SW 232 Street 
(BMP 7.829- EMP 7.929) 

1.142 1.534 1.645 2.393 

0.806 1.534 1.645 2.348 

0.812 1.534 1.645 2.350 

1.554 0.739 1.645 1.265 

1.522 0.739 1.645 1.236 

0.477 4 0 

0.343 2 0 

0.345 2 0 

1.229 1 0 

1.231 7 0 

4/20/2005 



1999 4 12,500 

2000 3 14,300 

2001 5 15,100 

2002 2 14,600 

2003 4 16,800 

18 

Spot Safety Ratio 

Krome Avenue at SW 216 Street 
(BMP 8.835 - EMP 8.935) 

0.877 1.534 1.645 2.378 

0.575 1.534 1.645 2.330 

0.907 1.534 1.645 2.311 

0.375 0.739 1.645 1.258 

0.652 0.739 1.645 1.229 

0.369 3 0 

0.247 2 0 

0.393 3 0 

0.298 2 0 

0.531 2 0 

4/20/2005 



1999 2 12,500 

2000 8 14,300 

2001 9 15,100 

2002 4 14,600 

2003 2 16,800 

25 

Spot Safety Ratio 

Krome Avenue at SW 200 Street 
(BMP 9.834- EMP 9.934) 

0.438 1.534 1.645 2.378 

1.533 1.534 1.645 2.330 

1.633 1.534 1.645 2.311 

0.751 0.739 1.645 1.258 

0.326 0.739 1.645 1.229 

0.184 1 0 

0.658 3 0 

0.707 6 0 

0.597 3 0 

0.265 1 0 

4/20/2005 



1999 6 12,500 

2000 7 14,300 

2001 5 15,100 

2002 1 14,600 

2003 3 16,800 

22 

Spot Safety Ratio 

Krome Avenue at SW 192 Street 
(BMP 10.339 - EMP 10.439) 

1.315 1.534 1.645 2.378 

1.341 1.534 1.645 2.330 

0.907 1.534 1.645 2.311 

0.188 0.739 1.645 1.258 

0.489 0.739 1.645 1.229 

0.553 3 0 

0.576 6 0 

0.393 3 0 

0.149 1 0 

0.398 3 0 

4/20/2005 



1999 3 12,500 

2000 5 14,300 

2001 7 15,100 

2002 7 14,600 

2003 10 16,800 

32 

Spot Safety Ratio 

Krome Avenue at SW 184 Street 
(BMP 10.846 - EMP 10.946) 

0.658 1.534 1.645 2.378 

0.958 1.534 1.645 2.330 

1.270 1.534 1.645 2.311 

1.314 0.739 1.645 1.258 

1.631 0.739 1.645 1.229 

0.276 1 0 

0.411 4 0 

0.550 3 0 

1.044 1 0 

1.327 5 0 

4/20/2005 



1999 4 10,900 

2000 2 12,200 

2001 10 11,500 

2002 2 14,500 

2003 5 14,500 

23 

Spot Safety Ratio 

Krome Avenue at SW 168 Street 
(BMP 11.848 - EMP 11.995) 

1.005 1.534 1.645 2.430 

0.449 1.534 1.645 2.387 

2.382 1.534 1.645 2.409 

0.378 0.739 1.645 1.259 

0.945 0.739 1.645 1.259 

0.414 3 0 

0.188 1 0 

0.989 8 1 

0.300 2 0 

0.750 3 0 

4/20/2005 



1999 5 10,900 

2000 13 12,200 

2001 12 11,500 

2002 6 14,500 

2003 8 14,500 

44 

Spot Safety Ratio 

Krome Avenue at SW 136 Street 
(BMP 13.845- EMP 13.945) 

1.257 1.534 1.645 2.430 

2.919 1.534 1.645 2.387 

2.859 1.534 1.645 2.409 

1.134 0.739 1.645 1.259 

1.512 0.739 1.645 1.259 

"' 

0.517 4 0 

1.223 9 2 

1.187 6 0 

0.900 5 0 

1.200 5 0 

4/20/2005 
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SR-997/ SW 177th Avenue/Krome Avenue (South) PD&E Study 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

 

 

APPENDIX G 
 

State Historic Preservation Officer Correspondence



FLORIDA DEPARTMENT or STATE 
RICK SCOTT 

Governor 
KENDETZNER 
Secretary of State 

Ms. Cathy Kendall August 24, 2012 
US Department ofTransportation 
Federal Highway Administration 
Florida Division· Office 
545 John Knox Road, Suite 200 
Tallahassee, Florida 32303 

1
!~-~~c· . - ,-

.. , • .IIK..I 

I ;.\ur~ c) t 20,2 

I · r 'T 
f'i. · \ • c; 

L .. ANA( - ---- ' ( 

RE: DHR No.: 2012-3489 (x-ref: 2007-3203)/Received by DHR: July 30, 2012 
Financial Management No. : 249614-4-22-01/ETDM No. 7800 
Project: State Road (SR) 997/SW I 77th Avenue/Krome Ave From SW 296th Street to SW 

I 36th Street 
County: Miami-Dade 

Dear Ms. Kendall: 

Our office received and reviewed the referenced case study report in accordance with Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, and implementing regulations 3 6 
C.P.R. Part 800 and Chapter 267, Florida Statutes, for possible impact to historic properties 
listed, or eligible for listing, in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The State 
Historic Preservation Officer is to advise and assist state and federal agencies assessing effects on 
this property and considering alternatives to avoid or minimize adverse effects. 

The cuiTent rep01i is an update to the previous project review in 2007 (2007-3203). The Federal 
Highway Administration (FHW A) has determined no historic properties will be adversely 
affected by the five proposed alternatives for this project. This office concurs with the 
determinations of the FHW A with one exception. Based on the conditions set forth in the 2007 
report and the eligibility of the Howard Schaff Residence/27450 SW 177th Avenue (8DA9674) 
this office finds that the removal of the mango trees on the property necessitated by Alternative 3 
is an adverse effect. However, Alternatives 1, 2, 4, and 5 would not have an adverse impact on 
the Schaff Residence or any ofthe other identified historic properties. 

)l 
VIVA flORIDA 500. 

DIVISION OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES 
R. A. Gray Building • 500 South Bronough Street • Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0250 

Telephone: 850.245.6300 • Facsimile: 850.245.6439 • www.flhcritage.com 
Commemorating 500 years of Florida history www.flaSOO.com 
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VIVA flORIDA 500. 
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If there are any questions concerning our comments or recommendations, please contact Ginny 
Jones, Architectural Historian, by phone at 850.245.6333, or by electronic mail at 
ginnyjones@dos. myjlorida.com. 

Sincerely, 

Laura A. Kammerer 
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 
For Review and Compliance 

PC: Barbara Culhane, FDOT D. 6, Miami 
Roy Jackson, FDOT CEMO, Tallahassee/#5500 

Enclosure 
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RICKSCOTI 
GOVERNOR 

Florida Department of Transportation 
1000 NW 111 Avenue 

Miami, Florida 33172-5800 

Mr. Ma1iin Knopp, P .E. 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
545 John Knox Road, Suite 200 
Tallahassee, Florida 32303 

June 28, 2012 

Attention: Mr. Buddy Cunill, Environmental Coordinator 

Mr. Robert Bendus 
Director of Cultural and Historical Programs 
Division of Hist01ical Resources and 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
R. A. Gray Building 
500 South Bronough Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0250 
Attention: Ms. Laura Kammerer, Historic Preservationist Supervisor 

ANANTH PRASAD, P.E. 
SECRETARY 

l .. ) 
0 

Ul 
0 

Subject: Addendum to the Cultural Resource Assessment Survey (CRAS) for SR 997 I SW 
177111 Avenue I Krome Avenue From SW 296111 Street to SW 136111 Sh·eet 
Miami-Dade County, Florida 
FM NO.: 249614-4-22-01 
ETDM No. 7800 

Dear Mr. Bendus: 

Please find enclosed a copy of the final report for the above-referenced project, Florida Master 
Site File forms, and a complete survey log sheet for your review and comment. In 2005, Janus 
Research conducted a CRAS of Krome Avenue (SW J7i11 Avenue/ State Road (SR)-997) from 
SW 29611

' Street (Avocado Drive) to SW 136111 Street (Howard Drive) in Miami-Dade County, 
Florida at the request of the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) Dishict 6. The 
objective was to document the historic and archaeological resources within the proposed project 
area of potential effect (APE), and assess them in te1ms of their eligibility for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places (National Register) according to the criteria set f01ih in 36 
CFR Section 60.4. The CRAS resulted in the identification of five previously recorded historic 
resources (8DA2764, 8DA2765, 8DA2818, 8DA6762, and 8DA9603), one golf course 
(8DA10051), and 27 newly recorded historic buildings (8DA9669-8DA9672, 8DA9674-96). 

www.dot.state.fl.us 
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Since the time of the previous study, an additional altemative has been added to the proposed 
improvements. An addendum to the CRAS of Krome Avenue (SW 177111 Avenue/SR-997) fi'Oln SW 
296'11 Street (Avocado Drive) to SW 1361

/z Street (Howard Drive) was requested by the FDOT, 
District 6. The objectives were to identify any additional cultural resources within the proposed 
APE which were not considered historic at the time of the previous CRAS, assess them in terms 
of their eligibility for listing in the National Register according to the criteria set forth in 36 CFR 
Section 60.4, and examine the potential effects of the project. 

The CRAS Addendum resulted in the identification of 11 newly recorded historic resources 
within the project APE (8DA10753, 8DA12347-8DA12356). One of the newly recorded 
resources, the Seaboard Air Line (CSX) Railway (8DA10753), is considered eligible for listing 
in the National Register. The remaining ten histmic resources are considered ineligible for listing 
in the National Register. 

In summary, based on the project infmmation available the improvements will have no adverse 
effect on the significant histodc resources. The qualities which qualify the Howard Schaff 
Residence/27450 SW 17i11 Avenue (8DA9674), Clarence J. Parman Residence/27250 SW 177111 

Avenue (8DA9675), Redlands Golf Course (8DA10051), and the Seaboard Air Line (CSX) 
Railroad (8DA10753) for listing in the National Register will not be adversely affected by the 
proposed improvements. In addition, the historic resources located at 27101 SW 17i11 A venue, 
26430 SW 17i11 Avenue, 20901 SW 177111 Avenue, and 20345 SW 177111 Avenue which were not 
documented during this study as they are not visible from the ROW, will not be adversely 
affected due to their distance and buffer from the proposed improvements. 
The No Build Altemative, Action Plan Altemative, and Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 will have no 
adverse effect on the Howard SchaffResidence/27450 SW 177111 Avenue (8DA9674), Clarence J. 
Pannan Residence/27250 SW 177111 Avenue (8DA9675), Redlands Golf Course (8DA10051) , 
and the Seaboard Air Line (CSX) Railroad (8DA10753). At the locations ofthe two significant 
residences, the Howard SchaffResidence/27450 SW 17i11 Avenue (8DA9674) and the Clarence 
J. Patman Residence/27250 SW 17i11 Avenue (8DA9675), all work will be occurring within the 
existing ROW for Alternatives 1, 2, 4 and 5, and there will be no adverse effect to the resources. 
A small acquisition of ROW from the residences is necessary for Alternative 3; however, due to 
the large distance from the roadway to the residences, they will not be adversely affected by the 
proposed improvements. A noise analysis was undertaken for both residences, and based on the 
predicted noise levels and the assumed conditions, use of the interior spaces of the residences 
will not be impacted by the project. Exterior noise impacts are considered unavoidable at the 
Clarence J. Parman Residence, but no exte1ior noise impacts are predicted at the Howard Schaff 
Residence. 

A small portion of ROW fi.·om the Redlands Golf Course (8DA 10051) is required as part of the 
proposed improvements for Altematives 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5. With the exception of this area of 
ROW acquisition, the improvements for the build alternatives will all take place within the 
existing ROW at the golf course and there will be no alterations to the physical dimensions or 
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course layout as a result of the roadway improvements. Additionally, the noise analysis revealed 
that areas of frequent human use on the country club property would not be impacted by traffic 
noise due to the project. Therefore, there will. be no adverse effect to the Redlands Golf Course 
(8DA10051) as a result of Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5. 
Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 will require roadway construction and the installation of a shared 
path at the intersection of the Seaboard Air Line (CSX) Railroad (8DA1 0753) and Krome 
Avenue within the project APE. However, it is only to a small pmiion of the track within the 
overall CSX system that is comprised of hundreds of miles of track, the rail con·idor will still be 
used for rail travel, and the overall route will remain unchanged. As a result of Altematives 1, 2, 
3, 4, and 5, there will be no adverse effect to the characte1istics which qualify the Seaboard Air 
Line (CSX) Railroad (8DA10753) for listing in the National Register. 

No archaeological resources were identified during the previous surveys of the project APE. An 
updated search of the FMSF and Miami-Dade County local data resulted in no previously 
recorded archaeological sites identified within one mile of the project APE. No further 
archaeological work is recommended. 

Please review the submitted materials and provide a determination on the significance of the 
documented resources and potential effects to the previously identified significant resources. 
This infom1ation is being provided in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966. If you have questions or need additional infom1ation regarding subject 
documentation please contact me at 305-470-5221. 

Sincerely, 

---Rar ara 
District Cultural Resources Coordinator 

Attachments 
cc: Jorge Gomez, FDOT 

Amy Streelman, Janus Research 
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The FHWA finds the_)lttached Addendum to the Cultural Resources Assessment Report complete 
and sufficient and _/_ a approves /_ does not approve the above recommendations and findings. 

The FHW A requests the SHPO's opinion on the sufficiency of the attached report and the SHPO's 
opinion on the recommendations and findings contained in this cover letter and in the comment 
block below. 

FHWA Comments: 

£A~.!Gi:io~ 
f) v' Division Administrator 

Florida Division 
Federal Highway Administration 

The Florida State Historic Preservation Officer: 

~ I 
Date 

t/tinds the attached report complete and sufficient and_ concurs/ ~es not concur 
with the fmdings and recommendations contained in this cover letter. 

_ does not find the attached report complete and sufficient and requires additional 
information in order to provide an opinion on the potential effects of the proposed project 
on historic resources. 

lsi &L Jdtz-c;- (/et-f&{_ i'j;.tj /; :!- &". ;;.'f. A(}!~ 
Robert F. Bendus Date 
Florida State Historic Preservation Officer 

DHR Project No. 



FLORIDA DEPARTME.N'T OF STATE 
Kurt S. Browning 

Secretary of State 
DIVISION OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES 

Mr. David C. Gibbs May7, 2007 
Federal Highway Administration 
545 John Knox Road, Suite 200 
Tallahassee, FL 32303 

RE: DHR Project File Number: 2007-3203 
Received by DHR: March 8, 2007 
RAI Received by DHR: April 1, 2007 
Project: Section 106 Documentation and Determination of Effects SR 99 7 !Krome Avenue 
from SW 296'h Street to SW 136'h Street 
Financial Management Numbers: 249614-4-21-02 
Counties: Miami-Dade 

Dear Mr. Gibbs: 

Our office received and reviewed the above referenced project in accordance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 as amended, 36 CFR Part 800: Protection of Historic 
Properties, and Chapter 267, Florida Statutes. It is the responsibility of the State Historic Preservation 
Officer to advise and assist, as appropriate, Federal and State agencies in carrying out their historic 
preservation responsibilities; to cooperate with Federal and State agencies to ensure that historic 
properties are taken into consideration at all levels of planning and development; and to consult with the 
appropriate Federal agencies in accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 as 
amended, on Federal undertakings that may affect historic properties and the content and sufficiency of 
any plans developed to protect, manage, or to reduce or mitigate harm to such properties. 

A survey was previously conducted to identifY historic structures or archaeological sites within the area of 
potential effect of the proposed undertaking and three significant historic resources were identified: the 
Howard Schaff Residence (8DA9674), the Clarence J Parman Residence (8DA9675), and the Red/and 
Golf Course (8DA 1 0051). The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) has determined that 
Alternatives 1 and 2 will not require any additional right of way (ROW) from the Schaff and Parman 
Residences and will, therefore, have no effect on these resources. Alternative 3 and 4 do require 
additional ROW from the Schaff Residence (.28 and .02 acres respectively) and the Parman Residence 
(.06 and .005 acres respectively) but no historic features will be removed and the at-grade roadway will 
not introduce any visual/aesthetic impacts. Consequently, the FHWA has concluded that Alternatives 3 
and 4 will have no adverse effect on the Schaff and Parman Residences. 

Alternatives 1, 2, 3, a_nd 4 were found to have no adverse effect on the Redland Golf Course. Although 
all the alternatives will take additional ROW (.12 acres for Alternatives 1 and 2; 1.10 acres for Alternative 

500 S. Bronough Street • Tallahassee, FL 32399-0250 • http://www.flheritage.com 

Cl Director's Office 
(850) 245-6300 .. F.A.X: 245-6436 

CJ Archaeological Research 
(850} 245-6444 • FAX: 24X>452 

Iii Historic Preservation 
(850) 245w6333 • F ;\...X: 245-64:37 

C'J Historical Museums 
(850) 245-6400 • FAX: 245-6433 

Cl Southeast Regional Office 
(561) 41&2115 • FAX: 416~2149 

Cl ~ortheast Regional Office Cl Central Florida Regional Office 
(904) 825H5045. EA.X: 825~5'044 (8l3) 272-3843. FAX: 272~2-HO 
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3; and .21 acres for Alternative 4), the acquisitions remain at the perimeter of the property and the golf 
course itself'Nill not be affected. Additionally, no trees are to be removed along this perimeter. The at
grade roadway in this location will not introduce any visual/aesthetic effects. 

Based on the information provided, our office concurs 'Nith these determinations conditional on the 
following: 

• The large mango trees and oolitic limestone pedestals in front of the Schaff Residence will not be 
removed. These historic features will be cordoned off in order to protect them during staging and 
construction activities. 

• No trees that provide a visual barrier between the golf course and the roadway will be removed. 
• Noise barrier analysis will be submitted to our office for review and comment once the preferred 

alternative is chosen. 

If you have any questions, please contact Sherry Anderson, Architectural Historian, Transportation 
Compliance Review Program, by email sanderson@dos.statejl.us, or at 850-245-6432. 

Sincerely, 

~a· .Q?. G-~-· -
Frederick P. Gaske, Director, and 
State Historic Preservation Officer 

XC: Ms. Alice Bravo, FDOT, District 6 
Ms. Catherine Owen, FDOT, District 6 
Roy Jackson, FDOT CEMO 
Amy Streelman, Janus Research 



Florida Department of Transportation 
CHARLIE CRIST 

CO\"ER,OR 

January 30, 2007 

District VI 
Planning and Environmental 

Management Office 
1000 Northwest 111 '" Avenue 

Miami. Florida 33172 

Mr. David C. Gibbs, Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
545 John Knox Road, Suite 200 
Tallahassee, Florida 32303 

Attention: Greg Williams, District Transportation Engineer 

Re: Request for Section 106 Concurrence of Effect 

STEP!-1.-\:\IE KOPElOt:SOS 
L'TERI\1 SECRCTMlY 

SR 997/Krome Avenue/SW !77th Avenue ("Krome South PD&E Study'') 
From: SW 296th Street/Avocado Drive 
To: SW !36th Street/Howard Drive 
Financial Management No.: 249614-4-21-01 
Federal Aid Project No.: Not Assigned 
County: Miami-Dade 

Dear Mr. Gibbs: 

Enclosed please find a Section 106 Documentation and Determination of Effects Report for the 
above-referenced Environmental Impact Statement project. Krome Avenue, part of the Florida 
Intrastate Highway System, provides regional connectivity and serves as an alternate hurricane 
evacuation route to US-1 and the Florida Turnpike for those living in south Miami-Dade County. 
The existing corridor is physically and functionally deficient, and can neither meet the current needs 
nor future demands of the area with regard to safety and mobility. The existing typical section 
varies slightly, consisting primarily of two lanes varying in width from 10.5 to 12 feet, paved 
shoulders ranging from no shoulder to five feet in width, and roadside swales. The PD&E Study 
alternatives include the No Build, Transportation System Management, and four Build Alternatives 
(consisting of two, three, and four lane typical sections). All alternatives include an evaluation of 
preservation of the rural character of the corridor while providing for safety and operational 
improvements. 

The following resources were identified in the Cultural Resource Assessment Survey (CRAS) and 
CRAS Addendum as being eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP): 

• Howard Schaff Residence, 27450 SW 177'h Avenue (8DA9674) 
• Clarence J Parman Residence, 27250 SW 177'h Avenue (8DA9675) 
• Red/and Golf Course (8DAJ0051) 

'' ,,-,,·_dnt.~tJt('.tl.LJS 
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The FHW A transmitted the CRAS to the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) on April 6, 
2005, and a CRAS Addendum on June 28, 2005. The SHPO subsequently concurred with these 
findings on August 1, 2005 (DHR Project File No. 2005-3375). 

The following is a summary description of the project's proposed improvements for the four Build 
Alternatives (refer to Proposed Alternatives section of the attached report for descriptions of 
Alternatives 1 & 2 [Two-lane divided roadway], and 3 & 4 [Four-lane divided roadway], with typical 
section widths of 148, 160, 206 & 172 feet, respectively), with respect to each ofthe three resources 
listed above: 

Howard Schaff Residence, 27450 SW J77'h Avenue (8DA9674): 
This resource is located on the west side of Krome Avenue/SW 177 Avenue, between SW 278 and 
272 Streets (adjacent to 8DA9675). For all four Build Alternatives, no traffic noise impacts or air 
quality impacts will occur. The existing vehicular access to the property (as well as parking) will not 
be impacted. For both Alternatives 1 and 2, no additional right-of-wayis required from the property. 
Alternatives 3 and 4 will include right-of-way acquisition from this property. Alternative 3 requires 
12,365.4 square feet (0.28 acres) along the portion of the property closest to Krome Avenue. The 
needed right-of-way extends across the entire width of the parcel, which is 668.4 feet. The house is 
located on a 20-acre piece of property, and is set back from Krome Avenue. With the acquisition of 
this portion of property, the proposed improvements will be 187.5 feet from the house. Alternative 4 
requires 1,002.6 square feet (0.02 acres) along the portion of the property closest to Krome Avenue. 
With the acquisition of this portion of property, the proposed improvements will be 204.5 feet from 
the house. 

Alternatives 1 and 2 will have no effect on the resource, and the characteristics that qualify it for 
listing in the NRHP will not be affected. Both Alternatives 3 and 4 will require right-of-way 
acquisition on the east side of the property. The acquisition for both of these alternatives does not 
require the removal of contributing resources on the property, and it will not impact the character or 
function of this historic resource or affect its historic and architectural significance, which is 
primarily associated with the original owner and the building's architecture. Because the 
improvements will also be at-grade, the views to or from the historic resource will not be diminished, 
so there will not be any visual/aesthetic effects. Alternatives 3 and 4 will have no adverse effect on 
the NRHP-eligible resource and the characteristics that qualify it for listing in the NRHP (refer to 
Effects to Historic Resources section of the attached report). 

Clarence J Parman Residence, 27250 SW J77'h Avenue (8DA9675): 
This resource is located on the west side of Krome Avenue/SW 177 Avenue, between SW 278 and 
272 Streets (adjacent to 8DA9674). For all four build alternatives, no traffic noise impacts or air 
quality impacts will occur. The existing vehicular access to the property (as well as parking) will not 
be impacted. For both Alternatives 1 and 2, no additional right-of-way is required from the property. 
Alternatives 3 and 4 will include right-of-way acquisition from this property. Alternative 3 requires 
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2,471.6 square feet (0.06 acres) along the portion of the property closest to Krome Avenue. The 
needed right-of-way extends across the ~ntire width of the parcel, which is 133.6 feet. The house is 
located on a 6-acre piece of property, and is set back from Krome Avenue. With the acquisition of 
this portion of property, the proposed improvements will be 51.2 feet from the house. Alternative 4 
requires 200.4 square feet (0.005 acres) along the portion of the property closest to Krome Avenue. 
With the acquisition of this portion of property, the proposed improvements will be 68.2 feet from 
the house. 

Alternatives 1 and 2 will have no effect on the resource, and the characteristics that qualify it for 
listing in the NRHP will not be affected. Both Alternatives 3 and 4 will require right-of-way 
acquisition on the east side of the property. The acquisition for both of these alternatives does not 
require the removal of contributing resources on the property, and it will not impact the character or 
function of this historic resource or affect its historic and architectural significance, which is 
primarily associated with the original owner and the building's architecture. Because the 
improvements will also be at-grade, the views to or from the historic resource will not be diminished, 
so there will not be any visual/aesthetic effects. Alternatives 3 and 4 will have no adverse effect on 
the NRHP-eligible resource and the characteristics that qualify it for listing in the NRHP (refer to 
Effects to Historic Resources section of the attached report). 

Red/and Golf Course (8DA10051) 
This resource is located on the east side of Krome Avenue/SW 177 Avenue, north of SW 245 
Terrace/SW 246 Street. For all four build alternatives, no traffic noise impacts or air quality impacts 
will occur. The existing vehicular access to the property (as well as parking) will not be impacted. 
Right-of-way acquisition is needed for all four Build Alternatives; however, the overall total size of 
the golf course is 117 acres. For Alternatives 1 and 2, 4,992 square feet (0.12 acres) is required 
along the portion of the property closest to Krome Avenue. The portion of property to be acquired is 
quite small and does not appear to encroach upon the actual golf course itself, but is confined to the 
course property perimeter closest to the road. Alternative 3 requires 48,151 square feet (1.10 acres) 
along the portion of the property closest to Krome Avenue. Although this alternative requires the 
largest amount of property of the four build alternatives, the acquisitions still remain at the perimeter 
of the golf course property closest to the road. Alternative 4 requires 9,126 square feet (0.21 acres) 
along the portion of the property closest to Krome Avenue. The portion of property to be acquired is 
quite small and does not appear to encroach upon the actual golf course itself, but is confined to the 
course property perimeter closest to the road. 

Upon evaluating the four proposed build alternatives, it has been determined that Alternatives I, 2, 3, 
and 4 will have no adverse effect on the NRHP-eligible golf course and the characteristics that 
qualify it for listing in the NRHP. Because the improvements will be at-grade, the views to or from 
the historic resource will not be diminished, so there will not be any visual/aesthetic effects. All 
Alternatives will require right-of-way acquisition on the west side of the property, which does fall 
within the historic property boundaries. The right-of-way acquisition for these alternatives does not 
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require the removal of contributing resources on the property, and it will not impact the character or 
function of this historic resource or affect its significance, which is primarily associated with the 
original golf course designer and the original front nine holes. 

Based on information provided in the Section 106 Documentation and Determination of Effects 
Report, the following concurrences of effect are requested: 
-Howard Schaff Residence, 27450 SW 177'h Avenue (8DA9674): "No effect" for Alternatives 1 and 
2; "No adverse effect" for Alternatives 3 and 4; 
- ClarenceJ. Pannan Residence, 27250 SW 177'h Avenue (8DA9675): "No effect" for Alternatives 1 
and 2; ''No adverse effect" for Alternatives 3 and 4; 
-Red/and Golf Course (8DAJ0051): "No adverse effect" for Alternatives 1, 2, 3 and 4. 

This information is being provided in accordance with the provisions of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, which are implemented by the procedures contained in 36 
C.F.R., Part 800, as amended, as well as the provisions contained in the revised F.S. Chapter 267. If 
you have any questions regarding the subject project, please contact Mrujorie Bixby, District 
Environmental Administrator, or Catherine Owen, District Cultural Resource Coordinator, at (305) 
470-5220. 

Sincerely, 

~~ f!<-y C>~, '()_! r ex <f5.? "-<./ o 
Alice N. ~ravo, P.E. 
District Planning and Environmental Management Engineer 

ANB/cbo/cbo 
Attachments 

cc: Catherine Owen, FDOT 
Monica Cejas, FDOT 
Susanne Travis, FDOT 
Mrujorie Bixby, FDOT 
Roy Jackson, FDOT 
Amy Streelman, Janus Research 



FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

Glenda E. Hood 
Secretary of State 

DIVISION OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES 

Mr. Robert S. Wright August 1, 2005 
Acting Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
545 John Knox Road, Suite 200 
Tallahassee, FL 32303 

RE: DHR Project File Number: 2005-3375 
Received by DHR: AprilS, 2005; RAI receivedJuly 1, 2005 
Financial Management No.: 249614-4-21-01 
Project: Cultural Resource Assessment Survey. SR 997 !Krome Avenue/SW 111h Avenue 
("Krome South PD&E Study") from SW 29(/h Street/Avocado Drive to SW 1361

h 

Street/Howard Drive 
County: Miami-Dade 

Dear Mr. Wright: 

Our office received and reviewed the above referenced project in accordance with Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, 36 CFR Part 800: Protection of 
Historic Properties, Chapter 267, Florida Statutes, and applicable local ordinances. It is the 
responsibility of the State Historic Preservation Officer to advise and assist; as appropriate, 
Federal and State agencies and local governments in carrying out their historic preservation 
responsibilities; to cooperate with Federal and State agencies to ensure that historic properties 
are taken into consideration at all levels of planning and development; and to consult with the 
appropriate Federal agencies in accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, 
as amended, on Federal undertakings that may affect historic properties and the content and 
sufficiency of any plans developed to protect, manage, or to reduce or mitigate harm to such 
properties. 

A survey was conducted to identify historic structures or archaeological sites within the Area of 
Potential Effect (APE) of the proposed undertaking and to assess the effects of the project on 
those historic properties. Results of the survey and a request for additional information from our 
office resulted in the identification of six previously recorded buildings (8DA2764-2765, 
8DA2817 -2818, 8DA6762, and 8DA9603), one historic golf course (8DA1 0051 ), and 27 newly 
identified historic buildings (8DA9669-9672 and 9674-9696). Of the previously recorded 
buildings, one (8DA2817) has been demolished. 
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Based on the information provided, our office concurs that the Howard Schaff Residence 
(8DA9674) and the Clarence J. Parman Residence (8DA9675) are potentially eligible for listing 
on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Sherry Anderson and Scott Edwards from 
our office reviewed the information regarding the Redlands Golf Course (8DA10051) and have 
concluded that this resource is also potentially eligible for listing. In addition to its association 
with the development of the Redlands community, the front nine holes were designed by 
prominent golf course architect, Robert "Red" Lawrence, in 1947. The original golf course has 
retained its historic physical integrity and is one of Lawrence's earliest designs. 

Please note that we cannot determine the potential eligibility of the following resources at this 
time because they were inaccessible to the surveyors. 

Site Name 
16405 S. W J77'h Avenue 
171 OJ S. W 177'h Avenue 
20345 S. W 1771h Avenue 
26430 S. W. J77'h Avenue 

FMSF# 

8DA9695 

Because these resources are located within the project's APE, our office should be consulted 
about their potential eligibility when the properties become accessible. Although 8DA9695 was 
surveyed, the building is mostly obscured and the surveyor was unable to discern the style and 
plan of the house. We concur that the remaining buildings (8DA2764-2765, 8DA2818, 
8DA6762, 8DA9603, 8DA9669-9672, 8DA9676-9694, and 8DA9696) are ineligible. 

We look forward to further consultation with your office regarding potential effects to the 
significant properties listed herein. If you have any questions concerning our comments, please 
contact Sherry Anderson, Architectural Historian, Transportation Compliance Review Program, 
at 850-245-6432 or by electronic mail at sanderson@dos.state.fl. us. 

Sincerely, 

~C'./11_~ 
~--? SHPO 

~Frederick P. Gaske, Director, and 
State Historic Preservation Officer 

XC: Ms. Alice Bravo, FDOT District Six, EMO 
Ken Hardin, Janus Research 
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United States Department of the Interior 

Alice N. Bravo 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
South Florida Ecological Services Office 

1339 20th Street 
Vero Beach, Florida 32960 

APR 0 1 2004 

Florida Department of Transportation 
1 000 Northwest 111 th A venue, Room 61 03 
Miami, Florida 33172-5800 

Service Log No.: 4-1-04-TA-6593 

APR 0 7 2004 

Project: Krome Avenue, SW 136th Street to SW 
296th Street 

County: Miami-Dade 

Dear Ms. Bravo: 

Thank you for your letter dated February 27, 2004, in which you request the Fish and Wildlife 
Service's (Service) technical assistance on the project referenced above. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The project consists of constructing improvements to Krome Avenue from SW 136th Street to 
SW 296th Street. The purpose of the improvements is to address existing deficiencies of the 
roadway associated with safety, flooding, mobility, and hurricane evacuation. The Florida 
Department of Transportation (FDOT) proposes to analyze reconstruction and widening 
alternatives, as well as the "no build" alternative. The project is located in Miami-Dade County, 
Florida. 

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

The Service has reviewed our Geographic Information Systems (GIS) database for recorded 
locations of federally listed threatened and endangered species on or adjacent to your property. 
The GIS database is a compilation of data received from several sources. Two active breeding 
colonies of the endangered wood stork (Mycteria americana) occur approximately 10 miles 
northwest of the project site. The project is located in the Core Foraging Areas (CF A) (within 
18.6 miles) ofthese nesting colonies. The Service believes that the loss ofwetlands within a 
CF A due to an action could result in the loss of foraging habitat for the wood stork. To minimize 
adverse effects to the wood stork, we recommend that any lost foraging habitat resulting from the 
project be replaced within the CFA of the affected nesting colony. Moreover, wetlands provided 
as mitigation should adequately replace the wetland functions lost as a result of the action. 



Alice N. Bravo Page2 

No other federally listed species were identified on your project site. The Service has not 
conducted a site inspection to verify species occurrence or validate the GIS results. However, we 
assume that listed species occur in suitable ecological communities and recommend site surveys 
to determine the presence or absence of listed species. Ecological communities suitable for listed 
species can be found in the species accounts in the South Florida Multi-Species Recovery Plan 
(1999). This document is available on the internet at http://verobeach.fws.gov/Programs/ 
Recovery/esvb-recovery.html. 

We have also provided for your consideration two computer links: (1) http://verobeach.fws.gov/ 
Programs/Permits/Section7.html and (2) http: //migratorybirds.fws.gov/. The first link is a table 
of species by county that are protected as either threatened or endangered under the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973, as amended (87 Stat. 884; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) for counties in south 
Florida. Because this table does not include State-listed species, contact the Florida Fish and 
Wildlife Conservation Commission at 772-778-5094 to identify those species potentially present 
in the vicinity. The second link provides species that the Service is required to protect and 
conserve under other authorities, such as the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958, as 
amended (48 Stat. 401; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.) and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (40 Stat. 755; 
16 U.S.C. 701 et seq.). A variety of habitats in south Florida occasionally provide resting, 
feeding, and nesting sites for a variety of migratory bird species. As a public trust resource, 
migratory birds must be taken into consideration during project planning and design. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have any questions, please contact 
John Wrublik: at 772-562-3909, extension 282. 

cc: 
FWC, Vero Beach, Florida 
DEP, West Palm Beach, Florida 
EPA, West Palm Beach, Florida 

Sincerely yours, 

RUJML 
James J. Slack 
Field Supervisor 
South Florida Ecological Services Office 
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1 
THE URS TEAM 

June 2006 
 
SUBJECT . 

Protection status of State-listed endangered and threatened plants (in regards to State-
listed plant species observed at the Owaissa Bauer Addition #1 property located in the 
southeast quadrant of the intersection of Krome Avenue and SW 264th Street 

 
CONTACT  

Dan Phelps - Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (FDACS) 
Division of Plant Industry 

 
SUMMARY 

Mr. Phelps  stated that according to Florida Statutes Section 581.185(8), statutory 
protection of State-listed plants is not applicable if the clearing of land is performed 
by a public agency when acting in the performance of its obligation to provide service 
to the public. 
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1 
THE URS TEAM 

April 2006 
 
SUBJECT . 

Protection status of plants species with Federal Candidate status (in reference to 
Linum carteri observed at the Owaissa Bauer Addition #1 property located in the 
southeast quadrant of the intersection of Krome Avenue and SW 264th Street. 

 
CONTACT  

John Wrublik – United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) South Florida 
Ecological Services Office 

 
SUMMARY 

Mr. Wrublik stated that Federal Candidate plant species do not receive Federal 
statutory protection.  The USFWS requests that candidate species are voluntarily 
protected as if they were Federally listed. 
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Superintendent of Schools 
Alberto M. Carvalho 

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 

Ms. Teresita Alvarez, P.E. 

November 6, 2012 

District Six Consultant Management Engineer 
Florida Department of Transportation 
1000 N.W. 111 Avenue 
Miami, Florida 33172 
E-Mail: Teresita.alvarez@dot.state.fl.us 

Miami-Dade County School Board 
Perla Tabares Hantman, Chair 

Dr. Lawrence S. Feldman, Vice Chair 
Dr. Dorothy Bendross-Mindingall 

Carlos L. Curbelo 
Renier Diaz de Ia Portilla 

Dr. Wilbert "Tee" Holloway 
Dr. Marlin Karp 
Dr. Marla Perez 

Raquel A Regalado 

SUBJECT: Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Study 
State Road 997/Krome Avenue/S.W. 177 Avenue South 

Dear Ms. Alvarez: 

From S.W. 296 Street/Avocado Drive to S.W. 136 Street/Howard 
Drive 
Miami-Dade County 
Financial Project ID Number: 249614-4-22-01 
Federal Aid Project Number: N/A 

Your recent letter addressed to Mr. Alberto M. Carvalho, Superintendent of Schools, 
regarding the above mentioned project was referred to my office. Please note that after 
review by appropriate District Departments, the following school has been identified as 
being located in close proximity to the project area: 

NAME OF SCHOOL SCHOOL ADDRESS PRINCIPAL 

16969 S.W. 294 Street 
Avocado Elementary School Miami, Fla 33030 Ms. Crystal C. Coffey 

Page 1 of 2 

Office of School Facilities 
Mr. Jaime G. Torrens, Chief Facilities Officer • 1450 N.E. 2"d Avenue, Suite 923 ·Miami, Florida 33132 

305-995-1401 • 305-995-1489 (FAX) • jtorrens@dadeschools.net 



Understanding that the Project is currently in its preliminary planning stage, please contact 
Miami-Dade County Public Schools District staff once the Project reaches Phase 1 /Design 
so that key District and Florida Department of Transportation (FOOT) staff can meet to 
discuss the maintenance of traffic and other measures to ensure the safety of student 
pedestrians and to help minimize disruptions to school operations, including bus 
transportation. 

If you have any questions or require additional information please contact 
Ms. Ana Rijo-Conde, Eco-Sustainability Officer, Planning, Design, and Sustainability, at 
305-995-7285. 

JGT:dlam 
L060 (R583) 

cc: Mr. Alberto M. Carvalho 
Mrs. Valtena Brown 
Dr. Alexis Martinez 
Ms. Ana Rijo-Conde 
Mr. Jerry Klein 
Mr. John Dibenedetto 
Ms. Vivian G. Villaamil 
Ms. Crystal C. Coffey 
Mr. Gus Pego 
Mr. Jorge Gomez 

Sincerely, 

~~A3~ 
~~~:G. Torrens 

Chief Facilities Officer 

Page 2 of 2 
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JEH HUSH 
GOVERNOR 

;;;d_;:.:_~ 

'·\" Florida Dej)artrnent of Transj1ortation 

l 000 Northwest ll l ih Avenue 
Miami, Flo,·ida 33172-5800 

District Six Planning and Environmental Management Office 
1000 N.W. lllth Avenue, Room 6109 
Miami, FL 33172 

June 19. 2006 

Mr. David C. Gibbs, Division Administrator 
Federal 1-Iighv.ray Administration 
545 John Knox Road, Suite 200 
Tallahassee, Florida 32303 

Attention: Mr. Greg Williams, District Transportation Engineer 

Subject: 

Dear Mr. Gthbs: 

Request for Determination of Section 4(1) Applicability 
SR 997/SW 177"' Avcnuc/Krome Avenue 'South' 
From: SW 296'" Street/Avocado Drive 
To: SVV 1361

h Street/Howard Drive 
Financial Management Number: 249614-4-22-01 
Federal Aid Project Number: Not Assigned 
County: Miami-Dade 

DENVER J. STl.iTLER, JH. 
SECRETARY 

The FDOT is proposing to reconstmct a Hl-mi le section of SR 997 /SW 177"' A venuc/Kromc Avenue 
'South'. This letter is to request that the FHWA make a formal Determination of Section 4(1) 
Applicability (DOA) on a property designated as a preserve adjacent to the above-referenced project 
limits. Please find the pertinent information enclosed as per the Project Development & Environment 
(PD&E) Manual, Part 2, Chapter 13-2.2. 

Based on the infonnation contained within this DOA, it is our opinion that Section 4(f) does not apply to 
the above-referenced property. Should you require any further information, please contact me or Susanne 
Travis at (305) 470-5220. 

Sincerely, /-
_...¢ ./"" /) 

?~?~w /i,_A-"··Y 
Alice N. Bravo, P.E. 
District Planning and Environmental Management Engineer 

Attachments 
cc: Monica Ccjas, Maljoric Bixby, Susanne Travis 

Federal Highway Adminish·ation 

www.dot.state.f!.us 



JEB BUSH 
GOVERNOR 

~ 
~ 

Florida Department of Transportation 

1000 Norihwest 111 th Avenue 
Miami, Florida 33172-5800 

District Six Planning and Environmental Management Office 
1000 N.W. !lith Avenue, Room 6!09 
Miami, FL 33172 

May24, 2006 

Mr. David C. Gibbs, Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
545 John Knox Road, Suite 200 
Tallahassee, Florida 32303 

Attention: Mr. Greg Williams, District Transportation Engineer 

Subject: Request for Determination of Section 4(£) Applicability 
SR 997/SW !77th Avenue/Krome Avenue 'South' 
From: SW 296th Street/ Avocado Drive 
To: SW !36th Street/Howard Drive 
Financial Management Number: 249614-4-22-0 I 
Federal Aid Project Number: Not Assigned 
Miami-Dade County, Florida 

Dear Mr. Gibbs: 

DENVER J, STUTLER, JR. 
SECRETARY 

The FDOT is proposing to reconstruct a I 0-mile section of SR 997 /SW !77th A venue!Krome 
Avenue 'South'. This letter is to request that the FHWA make a formal Determination of 
Section 4(£) Applicability (DOA) on a property designated as a preserve adjacent to the above
referenced project limits. Please find the pertinent information enclosed as per the Project 
Development & Environment (PD&E) Manual, Part 2, Chapter 13-2.2. 

Based on the information contained within this DOA, it is our opinion that Section 4(£) does not 
apply to the above-referenced property. Should you require any further information, please 
contact me or Susanne Travis at (305) 4 70-5220. 

Sincerely, 

~~~~· 
Alice N. Bravo, P.E. 
District Planning and Environmental Management Engineer 

ANB!ctp 
Attachments 

cc: Monica Cejas, Marjorie Bixby, Susanne Travis 

www.dot.state.fl.us ® RECYCLED PAPER 



SECTION 4(F) DETERMINATION OF 
APPLICABILITY (DOA) 

SR 997 /KROME A VENUE PROJECT 
DEVELOPMENT & ENVIRONMENT STUDY 

FROM SW 296th STREET/AVOCADO DRIVE 

TO SW 136th STREET/HOWARD DRIVE 

Prepared By 
Florida Department of Transportation 

MAY2006 



SECTION 4(F) DETERMINATION OF APPLICABILITY (DOA) 

INTRODUCTION 

The Florida Department of Transportation (FOOT) is currently conducting a Project Development 
and Environment (PD&E) Study to widen and reconstruct the existing SR 997 /Krome Avenue/SW 
177tl' Avenue corridor. As part of this study, the FOOT has conducted a Section4(f) Determination 
of Applicability for a potential Section 4(f) Property, named Owaissa Bauer Addition No. 1. This 
property is located within the project corridor and will be discussed in more detail within this report. 
The limits of the project include from Avocado Drive/SW 296tl' Street to Howard Drive/SW 136u' 
Street, a distance of approximately ten (10) miles. The project is located in Sections 12, 7, I and 6; 
Township 57S; Sections 36, 31, 25, 30, 24, 19, 13, 18, 12, 7, 1 and 6; Township 56S; Sections 36, 
31, 25, 30, 24, 19, 13 and 18; Township 55S; Ranges 38E and 39E (See Figure No. 1, Project 
Location Map). The section of Krome Avenue from the intersection ofSW 136tl' Street northward to 
the intersection of SR-25/US 27/0keechobee Road in Miami-Dade County is the subject of another 
PD&E Study that extends approximately twenty-three (23) miles. 

Krome Avenue is a major north-south rural/urban principal arterial that extends from SR-5/US I to 
SR-25/US 27/0keechobee Road in Miami-Dade County. The project proposes to develop and 
analyze alternatives including a no build alternative, a Transportation System Management (TSM) 
alternative, and several build alternatives consisting of two, three, and four-lane typical sections. All 
alternatives will look at preserving the rural character of the corridor while providing safety and 
operational enhancements. 

The Krome Avenue corridor has been the subject of extensive study and discussion for the past two 
decades. It provides regional connectivity from as far south as the Florida Keys to Broward County 
and points north. Further, it is one of only three evacuation routes serving the Florida Keys and 
southern Miami-Dade County. Other concerns include safety issues, roadway crashes, sight distance 
problems at intersections, inconsistent roadway shoulders, and inadequate signage. 

Project objectives include the following: Improve roadway conditions; increase capacity to mitigate 
existing traffic congestion and to accommodate future traffic demand; improve drainage by providing 
the necessary stormwater treatment; improve access management; provide bicycle/pedestrian access 
and continuity; incorporate landscaping and aesthetic treatments, and maintain an adequate level of 
service for traffic during construction. 

Project alternatives consider corridor options, typical section concepts, horizontal alignment 
concepts, intersection options, shared use path options, drainage treatment options, etc. Alternatives 
emphasize engineering, environmental, and socio-economic aspects. Other issues include a 
preliminary design analysis of bridge widening alternatives, maintenance of traffic, constructability 
issues, drainage, utilities, soils and geotechnical issues, socio-economic and environmental impacts, 
construction, and right-of-way costs. 

1 



Figwm No. 1 -PROJECT lOCATION MAP 
SR 99'1' I Krome Avenue 

From SW 296th Street to SW 13~th Street 
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!36th Street/Howard Drive varies slightly, consisting primarily of two twelve-foot (12') travel lanes 
(less than 12' at some locations), with variable paved shoulders (0-5') and soil/grass swales. The 
existing right of way varies from 3 5 feet to 200 feet (See Figure No. 2 - Existing Typical Section). 
There are no existing pedestrian or bicycle facilities along Krome Avenue or any of the adjacent side 
streets. There are no crosswalks and/or pedestrian pushbuttons provided at the signalized 
intersections. 

Figure No. 2 - E..:isting Typical Section 

-RIW LINE 
(-·£ CONST. 

R/W LIN£ 
R/tff VARIES fJ5' - 2i1J'J 

SUPPORTING INFORMATION 

1) A detailed map identifYing the relationship of the proposed project alternatives to the 
Section 4(/) properties: 

See Appendix, Figure Nos. 3, 4, and 5, Aerial~· showing the proposed project alternatives 
adjacent to the potential Section 4(t) property, Owaissa Bauer Addition No. 1. 

Based on the four different alternatives considered, direct impacts to this property include the 
following: 0.82 acres of impact for Alternatives 1 & 2, 1.25 acres ofimpact for Alternative 3, 
and l. 0 acres of impact for Alternative 4. 

2) Size and location of the affected Section 4(/) properties: 

Section 4(t) properties can be divided into three categories: (A) publicly owned parks, 
recreation areas, and wildlife and waterfowl refuges, (B) historic and archaeological sites, and 
(C) properties which represent public multiple-use land holdings. They must also qualify as 
significant. 
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The potential Section 4(f) property, Owaissa Bauer Addition No. I, is located on the 
southeast comer of Krome A venue and SW 264 u, Street, including Section 13, Township 56 
S, and Range 39 E. The entire property encompasses 9.35 acres (.<)ee Appendix, Figure No. 
6- Existing Conditions Aerial). 

3) Ownership and type of Section 4(/) property (park, recreation, historic etc.): 

In January of 1996, the Miami-Dade County Department of Environmental Resources 
Management (DERM)- Office of Environmentally Endangered Lands (EEL) purchased the 
property, and the title was transferred to the State of Florida Trustees of the Internal 
Improvement Tmst Fund (TIITF) on August 27, 2002. Both State Conservation and 
Recreation Lands (CARL) and DERM- EEL Program funds were utilized to purchase the 
property. The DERM - EEL Office currently manages the property. The Statement of 
Significance from the DERM - EEL Office (See Appendix, Figure No. 7- Statement of 
Significance Letter dated April 11, 2006) indicates that the property is described as a 
critically imperiled pine rockland preserve that was originally purchased for the purpose of 
conservation in perpetuity, and is designated as a significant preserve that provides a 
significant habitat for plants and animals. However, based on coordination between theFDOT 
consultants and DERM - EEL staff in March 2006, the EEL staff has stated that this site is 
not designated as a park, recreation, or wildlife refuge. Therefore, under the definition of 
Seetion4(f) properties, this site does not fall under any of the three subject categories. 

4) Function or available activities on the propertie.~: 

Based on a review of a DERM - EEL Office draft Biological Evaluation Report (BER) 
prepared for Owaissa Bauer Addition No. I (undated) and a field review conducted in March 
2006 by FOOT Consultants, this site appears to function primarily as a natural pine preserve 
and also serves as a significant habitat for plants. From additional information contained in the 
BER and the Statement of Significance Letter, the DERM- EEL Office indicates that several 
migratory bird speeies and raptors have been observed on site. The site also contains one 
Federally-listed Candidate Plant, Linum carteri var carteri, which is found in clusters within 
the proposed right-of-way footprint for all alternatives on the east side of Krome Avenue. 
One Federally-listed Plant, the endangered chamaesyce deltoidea ssp. adhaerens, has also 
been identified within the preserve. However, this plant will not be impacted by any proposed 
alternatives. See Appendix, Figure No. 8- Locations of State & Federally Listed Plants at 
Owaissa Bauer Addition No. 1 (includes listing of plants observed), and Appendix, Figure 
No. 9- Listed Animal Species Observed at Owaissa Bauer Addition No. 1). 

Even though several migratory bird speeies and raptors have been observed at Owaissa Bauer 
Addition No. I, this kind of usage appears to be incidental or secondary to the primary 
function of the site, which is to provide a habitat for rare plant species. 

5) Description/location of all existing and planned facilities: 

Currently there are no existing or planned facilities on this site. Access control, interpretive 
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signs, and walking paths may be installed in the future. However, based on coordination with 
Emilie Young, Director of the DERM EEL Office, this site will continue to function as a 
preserve in the future. As a requirement of this site under the EEL Program, a management 
plan for the property will be developed within the next year. 

6) Access (pedestrian, vehicular) and usage (approximate number of users/visitors): 

Access to the property is provided to pedestrians. Two asphalt roads enter into Owaissa 
Bauer Addition No. 1 from SW 264th Street, but both roads are closed off with metal locking 
gates. 

Therefore, the site is closed to vehicular traffic. One of the roads extends south 
(approximately 300 feet) and ends near the center of the property. The second road extends 
south (approximately 550 feet) along the entire length of the western property boundary. A 
chain link fence extends along the eastern property boundary. Thick vegetation surrounds 
most edges of the site making access from pedestrians difficult. Legal access by pedestrians is 
currently available from Krome Avenue and SW 264th Street. 

Because the preserve is an undeveloped, naturally vegetated site and does not have any 
existing facilities, usage from the general public appears to be low especially since the site is 
open by appointment only, according to additional information provided in the Statement of 
Significance letter package from the DERM- EEL Office to the FDOT. 

7) Relationship to other similarly used lands in the vicinity: 

Immediately adjacent to the Owaissa Bauer Addition No. 1 site is another pineland property, 
named Owaissa Bauer Addition No. 2, which comprises a total of 20 acres. This site is 
located further east along SW 264tl' Street, and is designated as a Natural Forest Community 
by Miami-Dade County, and on the acquisition list for the EEL Program. In addition, Camp 
Owaissa Bauer is a 79-acre Miami-Dade County Park, which is located on the north side of 
SW 264 Street, further north and east ofKrome Avenue. OwaissaBauer Addition No. 1 site 
is also a pine rockland forest fragment which was historically connected to a larger natural 
area, part of which remains in Camp Owaissa Bauer Park, another pineland property that is 
under Miami-Dade County Parks and Recreation jurisdiction. However, both sites serve 
different purposes. The Owaissa Bauer Park is primarily a recreational park facility, and 
Owaissa Bauer Addition No. 1 is primarily a plant preserve. 

8) Applicable clause affecting ownership, such as lease, easement, covenants, restrictions, or 
conditions, including forfeiture: 

Within the Owaissa Bauer Addition No. I site, 7.42 acres are subject to Natural Forest 
Community restrictions as designated within Chapter 24 - Section 49 (Tree Preservation and 
Protection) and Section 50 (Environmentally Endangered Lands Program) of the Miami-Dade 
County Code (See Appendix, Figure No. 10- Code of Miami-Dade County, Chapter 24, 
Sections 49 & 50). The northern 55 feet and western 35 feet of the property are dedicated 
rights-of-way of Miami-Dade County. The property also is subject to terms of the Board of 
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Trustees of the Internal Improvement Trust Fund of the State of Florida -Lease Agreement 
No. 3941 (See Appendix, Figure No. 11-Multiple Agency Lease Agreement), which leases 
the property to Miami-Dade County for the purpose of conservation and protection of public 
lands. 

9) Unusual characteristics of the Section 4(/) properties (flooding, terrain, other feature~) 
that either reduce or enhance the value of all or part of the property: 

As discussed previously, a number of rare State and Federal (Candidate and Listed) protected 
plant species enhance the value of this property. As noted in the Statement of Significance 
letter (See Appendix, Figure No. 7-Statement of Significance Letter), the Florida Natural 
Areas Inventory designates pine rockland habitat as "G l which means Critically imperiled 
globally." This is a designation which indicates extreme rarity (5 or fewer occurrences or less 
than 1000 individual plants) or because of extreme vulnerability to extinction due to some 
natural or man-made factor. Pine rockland habitat is extremely rare and exists in limited areas 
of the Florida Keys and the Bahamas. 

10) Statement on significance from the official who has juristliction over the Section 4(/) 
property (regarding the entire property, not of the proposed use): 

The FDOT solicited Statements of Significance from the corresponding officials regarding the 
potential Section 4(f) properties described in this DOA (Appendix, See Figure No. 11 -
FDOT Request for Statement of Significance Letter). As discussed before, the DERM -
EEL Office responded by providing a Statement of Significance letter (See Appendix, Figure 
No. 7- Statement of Significance Letter) which states "the subject property, OwaissaBauer 
Addition No. 1, is a critically imperiled pine rockland, acquired for the purpose of 
conservation, that will function as a natural pine rockland preserve in perpetuity." Also within 
the letter, the following statement is made, "the Owaissa Bauer Addition # 1 is a natural 
preserve of statewide Significance." 

11) Project activities which may result in proximity impacts to the resources, and attributes or 
features of the Section 4(/) properties which may be sensitive to proximity impacts from 
potential constructive use: 

There will be no proximity impacts from the proposed project because the site will not be 
substantially impaired from functioning as a preserve. In addition, the proposed project will 
not substantially impair the activities, features, or attributes that quality these resources as a 
preserve. Before construction of this project, the DERM - EEL Office indicated that they 
would be erecting a fence around the entire site so that no construction staging of equipment 
or other construction activities will take place within the site. 

12) Grants Applicable to Section 4(/) Properties: 

This site has been designated by the Board of County Commissioners as an Environmentally 
Endangered Lands (EEL) site and has been ranked No. 1 on the State CARL Bargain Share 
List as part of the "Dade Archipelago" project. The Dade Archipelago project was an 
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acquisition program started in the 1990's to purchase natural pine rockland sites within the 
Miami-Dade County area. Through this program, Miami-Dade County and the State acquired 
the site with 50-50 matching fi.mds in order to protect its natural resources. 
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FIGURE N0.3 

Krome Avenue PD&E Study 
Illustrating Proposed Footprints of Alternatives 1 & 2 
And EEL Right of Way Impacts 
(From Approximate Station213 + 20 to Approximate Station219 +50) 
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FIGURE N0.4 

Krome Avenue PD&E Study 
IUustr~ting Proposed Footprints of Alternative 3 
And EEL Right of Way Impacts 
(From Approximate Station 213 + 20 to Approximate Station 219 +50) 
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FIGURE NO.5 

Krome Avenue PD&E Study 
Illustrating Proposed Footprints of Alternative 4 
And EEL Right of Way Impacts 
(From Approximate Station 213 + 20 to Approximate Station 219 +50) 
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FIGURE N0.6 

Krome Avenue PD&E Study 
Illustrating Krome A venue Project Corridor 
Existing Conditions and the EEL Property 
(From Approximate Station 213 + 20 to Approximate Station 219 + 50) 
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FIGURE NO.7 

RESPONSE LETTER FROM OFFICIALS HAVING JURISDICTION 
OVER POTENTIAL SECTION 4(f) PROPERTY 

For Owaissa Bauer Addition No. 1 Property 

April ll, 2006 
Ms. Emilie M. Young, Program Director 
Environmentally Endangered Lands Program 
Miami-Dade County Department of Environmental Resources Management 
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Transit 

We have reviewed your information request for the Krome Avenue South 
Project that is proposed to occur adjacent to EEL property, Owaissa Bauer 
Addition #1. 

Our Statement of Significance is as follows: 
The subject property, Owaissa Bauer Addition #1, is critically imperiled pine 
rockland, acquired for the purpose of conservation, that will function as a 
natural pine rockland preserve in perpetuity. This remnant pine rockland 
forest fragment was historically connected to a larger natural area, part of 
which remains in Camp Owaissa Bauer Park. The property Is designated by 
the Board of County Commissioners as an Environmentally Endangered 
Lands (EEL) site and has been ranked #1 on the States Conservation and 
Recreation Lands (CARL) Bargain Share List as part of the "Dade 
Archipelago" project. The site was acquired with 50-50 matching funds by the 
County and the State in order to protect its natural resources. 

The Florida Natural Areas Inventory designates pine rockland habitat as "G1 
= Critically imperiled globally" a designation which indicates extreme rarity (5 
or fewer occurrences or less than 1000 individuals) or because of extreme 
vulnerability to extinction due to some natural or man-made factor. Pine 
rockland habitat is extremely rare and exists in limited areas of the Florida 
Keys and the Bahamas. The Owaissa Bauer preserve area serves as 
significant habitat for plants and animals. Several migratory bird species and 
raptors have been observed on site. The Owaissa Bauer Addition #1 is a 
natural preserve of Statewide significance. 

This Department has the responsibility to protect and manage the subject 
property in accordance with Ch. 24-50 of the Miami-Dade County Code and 

.--<. j • · 'F ij t·• 7J.· 
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Alice N. Bravo 
Florida Department of Transportation 
District Planning and Environmental Management Office 
Page 2 

to regulate impacts to this natural forest community in accordance with Ch. 24-49 of the 
County Code. 

Our response to your request for information regarding this site is attached, along with the 
following documents: 

1. EEL Ordinance (Ch. 24-50) 
2. Natural Forest Community regulations (Ch24-49) 
3. Owaissa Bauer Addition #1 Biological Evaluation 
4. Owaissa Bauer Addition #1 FY 2004-2005 Workplan & Budget 
5. Owaissa Bauer Addition #1 Plant List compiled by Institute for Regional Conservation 

Please contact me at (305) 372-6687 should you have any further questions or concerns. 

Sincerely, 

--t~~-~ 
Emilie M. Young, Program Director {jr 
Environmentally Endangered Lands Program 

Figure No. 7 - Statement of Significance Letter 



FIGURE N0.8 

Locations of State Listed Plants at Owaissa Bauer Addition No. 1 (includes 
listing of plants observed- March 14, 2006 and May 2006) 
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Source: 
Project: 
Location: 
Proj. No.: 

Miami-Dade County IT Dept. 
Krome Ave South PD&E Study 
Miami-Dade County, Florida 
249614-4-22-01 
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(observed March 14. 2006} 
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Key to State Listed Plants Observed At Owaissa Baner Addition 

Location# Listed Species Observed i 

1 Senna mexicana var. chapmanii(Chapman's wild sensitive plant, FL-T), Argythamnia blodgettii (Blodgett's wild mercury, 
FL-E), Smilax havanensis (Everglades greenbrier, FL-T) 

2 Smilax havanensis, Ar?;Ythamnia blodf!:eltii, Koanophyllon villosum (Florida shrub thoroughwort, FL-E) i 
3 Coccothrinax argenta/a (Florida silver palm, FL-T), Smilax havanensis, Senna mexicana var. chapmanii 
4 Senna mexicana var. chapmanii, Tetrazygia bicolor (tetrazygia, FL-T), Smilax havanensis, Byrsonima Iucida (locustberry, 

FL-T), Coccothrinax arf!:entata ! 

5 Senna mexicana var. chapmanii, Smilax havanensis, Coccothrinax argenta/a, Crossopetalum ilicifolium (Cbristmasberry, 
FL-T), Zamia pumila ( coontie, FL-C), Pteris bahamensis (Babama ladder brake, FL-T) 

6 Tetrazygia bicolor, Smilax havanensis, Arf!Yihamnia blod::;ettii 
7 Crossopetalum ilicifolium, Koanophyllon villosum, Senna mexicana var. chapmanii, Coccothrinax araentata 
8 Senna mexicana var. chapmanii, Zamia pumila, Smilax havanensis, Crossopetalum ilicifolium 
9 Zamia pumila, tetrazygia bicolor, Crossopetalum ilicifolium, Tragia saxicola (Florida Keys nosebum, FL-T), Senna 

mexicana var. chapmanii, Coccothrinax argentata 
10 Coccothrinax arJ!:entata, Zamia pumila, Smilax havanensis, Ar?;Ythamnia blodgettii, Koanophyllon villosum 
11 Koanophyllon villosum, Coccothrinax argenta/a 
12 Senna mexicana var. chapmanii, Smilax havanensis 
13 Smilax havanensis, Coccothrinax ar?:entata , Tetrazv?:ia bicolor, Koanophyllon villosum 
14 Smilax havanensis, Coccothrinax arf!:entata, Tetrazyzia bicolor, Senna mexicana var. chapmanii 
15 I Senna mexicana var. chapmanii, Smilax havanensis, Zamia pumila 
16 Senna mexicana var. chapmanii, Koanophyllon villosum, Zamia pumila, Pteris bahamensis, Smilax havanensis 
17 Zamia pumila, Senna mexicana var. chapmanii, Smilax havanensis 
18 Koanophyllon villosum, Smilax havanensis, Senna mexicana var. chapmanii, Zamia pumila, Coccothrinax arf!:entata 
19 Tetrazygia bicolor, Coccothrinax argenta/a, Smilax havanensis 
20 Zamia pumila, Coccothrinax argenta/a, Tetrazygia bicolor, Myrcianthes fragrans (Simpson's stopper, FL-T) ' 

21 Tetrazv?:ia bicolor, Smilax havanensis 
22 Tetrazyf!:ia bicolor, Byrsonima Iucida, Koanophyllon villosum 
23 Koanophyllon villosum, Senna mexicana var. chapmanii, Argythamnia blodgettii, Crossopetalum ilicifolium 
24 Senna mexicana var. chapmanii, Arzythamnia blodgettii, Koanophyllon villosum, Zamiapumila, Coccothrinax argenta/a 
25 Senna mexicana var. chapmanii, Tetrazyf!:ia bicolor 
26 Coccothrinax argenta/a, Smilax havanensis, Tetrazygia bicolor I 

' 
27 Tetrazygia bicolor, Pteris bahamensis, Coccothrinax argentata I 



,--
Loc;uion # Listed Species Observed 

' 

28 Senna mexicana var. chapmanii, Argythamnia blodgettii 
29 Argythamnia blodgettii 
30 Senna mexicana var. chapmanii, Koanophyllon villosum, Coccothrinax argentata, Zamia pumila, Lantana depressa 

(pineland lantana) 
31 Senna mexicana var. chapmanii, Tetrazygia bicolor 
32 TetrazyR.ia bicolor 
33 Tetrazy?;ia bicolor, Byrsonima lucida 
34 Byrsonima lucida, Coccothrinax argentata, Senna mexicana var. chapmanii 
35 Byrsonima lucida, Coccothrinax argentata, Senna mexicana var. chapmanii, Tetrazyf!.ia bicolor 
36 1 Coccothrinax argentata, Tillandsia fasciculata var. densispica (cardinal airplant. FL-E) 
37 Coccothrinax ar?;entata 
38 Tetrazygia bicolor 
39 Coccothrinax argentata 
40 Coccothrinax argentata, Byrsonima lucida, Senna mexicana var. chapmanii, Tetrazygia bicolor, Angadenia berteroi 

(pineland golden trumpet, FL-T) 
41 Zamia pumila, Senna mexicana var. chapmanii, Argythamnia blodgettii 
42 Koanophyllon villosum, Tetrazygia bicolor, Zamia pumila, Senna mexicana var. chapmanii 
43 Senna mexicana var. chapmanii, Angadenia berteroi, Zamia pumila, Koanophyllon villosum 
44 Koanophyllon villosum, Coccothrinax arf!.entata, Senna mexicana var. chapmanii 
45 Koanophyllon villosum, Tetrazyf!.ia bicolor, Zamia pumila 
46 Senna mexicana var. chapmanii, Koanophyllon villosum 
47 Zamia pumila, Senna mexicana var. chapmanii 
48 Argythamnia blodo-ettii, Rhynchosia parvifolia (small-leaf snoutbean, FL-T), Koanophyllon villosum 
49 Senna mexicana var. chapmanii, Koanophyllon villosum 
50 Zamia pumila, Tetrazygia bicolor, Coccothrinax arR.entata, Senna mexicana var. chapmanii 
51 Lantana depressa 

FL= Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Affairs- The state lists of plants are categorized into endangered, threatened and commercially exploited, and are 
administered and maintained by the Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services via Chapter SB-40, F.A.C. 
E = Endangered 
T = Threatened 
C = Commercially Exploited 

' 

I 

I 

I 
I 
i 

I 



FIGURE NO.9 

Listed Animal Species Observed at Owaissa Bauer Addition No. 1 
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Figure No. 9- List of Animals Species Observed - Owaissa Bauer 
Addition No. 1 

Common Name Scientific Name 
Downy woodpecker *Piciodes pubescens 
Common yellowthroat *Geothlypis trichas 
Blue-Gray gnatcatcher *Polioptila caerulea 
Cardinal *Cardinalis sp. 
Rufous-sided towhee *Pipilo erythrophthalmus 
Red-bellied woodpecker *Melanerpes carolinus 
Blue Jay *Cyanocitta cristata 
Mockingbird *Mimus polyglottos 
Young marsh hawk *Circus cyaneus 

* Not on State of Florida Fish & Wildlife Conservation Commission 
Threatened or Endangered Species Listing, but protected under the US 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 



FIGURE NO. 10 

CODE OF MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, CHAPTER 24, SECTION 49- TREE 
PRESERVATION & PROTECTION, AND SECTION 50-
ENVIRONMENTALLY ENDANGERED LANDS PROGRAM 
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Figure No. 10- Code of Miami-Dade County, Chapter 24, Sections 49 & 50 



DIVISION 2. TREE PRESERVATION AND PROTECTION Page I of 19 

DIVISION 2. TREE PRESERVATION AND PROTECTION 

Sec. 24-49. Permits for tree removal and relocation, improperly issued permits, violation 
of permit conditions, exemptions from tree removal permits; mortgagee exemption from 
liability. 

(1) It shall be unlawful for any person, unless otherwise permitted by the terms of this article, to 
do tree removal work or to effectively destroy any tree, or to effectively destroy any understory 
in a natural forest community, without first obtaining a permit from the Department. 

(2} No municipal or County official shall issue a tree removal permit that does not comply with 
the provisions of this article. Any such permit shall be void. 

(3} It shall be unlawful for any person to violate or not comply with any of the conditions of a 
Miami-Dade County tree removal permit. 

(4) The following activities are exempt from tree removal permits: 

(a) Removal of trees within the yard area of an existing single-family residence, 
provided the trees are not within a natural forest community, and are not specimen trees. 
This exemption does not apply to trees which are growing on County rights-of-way 
adjoining existing single-family residences; 

(b) Removal of trees for the construction of a new single-family residence, provided 
that: 

(i) The lot is one (1) acre or less in size (43,560 square feet}, if an AU zoned lot, 
or one-half ( 1/2) acre or less in size (21, 780) square feet, for any other zoned 
lot; and 

(ii) The lot is being developed as the principal residence of the owner-builder; 
and 

(iii) The lot is not within an area designated as a natural forest community; and 

(iv) The trees are not specimen trees. 

(c) Removal of any dead tree. 

(d) Removal of trees within State-approved plant nurseries and botanical gardens, 
provided said trees were planted and are growing for the display, breeding, propagation, 
sale or intended sale to the general public in the ordinary course of business. 

(e) Removal of trees for the establishment, maintenance and operation of a bona fide 
grove or bona fide tree nursery, except when the proposed tree removal is to occur in a 
natural forest community designated under Resolution No. 1764-84 or under subsequent 
revisions of the natural forest community maps or when the proposed tree removal will 
affect specimen trees as defined herein. Any person desiring to remove trees pursuant 
to this provision shall obtain written approval from the Department prior to the 
commencement of any such activities under this exemption. 

(f) Removal of any of the following tree species (provided the activity is not within a 
natural forest community, in which case a permit shall be required, but all application 
and permit fees shall be waived by the department): 

(i) Melaleuca quinquenervia (cajeput or paperbark tree). 

(ii) Casuarina spp. (Australian pine, beefwood). 

http://library4.municode.com/mcc/Doc View/! 0620/11315/3 27/329 4/10/2006 
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' i 

(iii) Schinus terebinthifolius (Brazilian pepper). 

(iv) Bischofia javanica (bishopwood). 

(v) Ricinus communis (castorbean). 

(vi) Psidium guajava (guava). 

(vii) Albizia lebbek (woman's tongue). 

(viii) Acacia auriculaeformis (earleaf acacia). 

(ix) Schefflera actinophylla (Queensland Umbrella Tree). 

(x) Araucaria heterophylla (Norfolk Island Pine). 

(xi) Metopium toxiferum (poison wood). 

(xii) Adenanthera pavonina (red sandalwood). 

(xiii) Cupaniopsis anacardioides (carrotwood). 

(xiv) Dalbergia sissoo (Indian dalbergia, sissoo). 

(xv) Ficus microcarpa (=R. nitida; =F. retusa varnitida) (laurel fig). 

(xvi) Flacourtia indica (governor's plum). 

(xvii) Hibiscus tiliaceus (mahoe). 

(xviii) Leucaena leucocephala (lead tree). 

(xix) Mimosa pigra (catclaw mimosa). 

(xx) Thespesia populnea (seaside mahoe). 

(g) Removal of any tree which has been destroyed or effectively destroyed by an Act of 
God, or by acts outside of the control of any person, individually or otherwise, who has 
or had a legal, beneficial or equitable interest in the real property upon which such tree is 
located, which acts could not have been prevented by the exercise of reasonable care 
by any such person, individually or otherwise, who has or had a legal, beneficial or 
equitable interest in the real property upon which such tree is located. Where a tree has 
been destroyed or effectively destroyed by acts outside of the control of a person who 
has or had a legal, beneficial or equitable interest in the real property upon which such 
tree is located, which acts could not have been prevented by the exercise of reasonable 
care by such person, this provision shall be construed to impose joint and several liability 
upon the person(s) destroying or effectively destroying such tree, and to exempt from 
liability for such destruction or effective destruction the person who has or had a legal, 
beneficial or equitable interest in the real property upon which such tree is located. 

(h) Removing, trimming, cutting or altering of any mangrove tree or removal of any tree 
located upon land which is wetlands as defined in Section 24-5. Trees located upon land 
which is wetlands as defined in Section 24-5 and mangrove trees located anywhere in 
Miami-Dade County shall be subject to the permitting requirements of Article IV of this 
chapter. 

(i) Removal of tree within a bona fide fruit grove for the express purpose of converting 
said bona fide fruit grove to another bona fide agricultural purpose, provided however, 
that the owner of the real property upon which the bona fide fruit grove is planted has 
entered into a covenant agreement with Miami-Dade County in the form approved by the 
Board of County Commissioners, which covenant stipulates that said property shall only 
be used for bona fide agricultural purposes for a period of five (5) years fromthe date of 
execution. The form for said covenant agreement shall be approved by the Board of 
County Commissioners by resolution concurrently with the approval of this ordinance so 

http:/ /library4.municode.com/mcc/Doc View/1 0620/1/315/3 27/3 29 4/10/2006 
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that all covenant agreements submitted pursuant to this provision can be executed and 
accepted by the director of DERM and then recorded in the Official Records of Miami
Dade County without the necessity of additional public hearings. In the event that the 
provisions of said covenant are not complied with, the Director of DERM may commence 
an action in law or equity to ensure adherence with the replanting requirements 
contained in Section 24-49.4 of the Miami-Dade County Code. 

(5) Any mortgagee with respect to property upon which any violation of this tree ordinance has 
occurred shall not be liable for such violation unless, prior to said violation, said mortgagee has 
foreclosed upon said property or participated in the management or control of said property, or 
unless said mortgagee has effected or caused the tree ordinance violations occurring on said 
property. 

(6) Notwithstanding the provisions of Section 24-31 (7) herein, if actions or omissions 
constituting a violation of this article occurred at a time when the completed actions or 
omissions were not prohibited by law, such completed actions or omissions shall not constitute 
a violation of this article. 

(Ord. No. 04-214, §§ 1, 5, 12-2-04) 

Sec. 24-49.1. Permits Generally. 

Tree removal permits are required for the removal or relocation of any tree not specifically 
exempted under Section 24-49(4). The Department shall provide permit application forms which shall 
be used by permit applicants. An owner, agent of the owner, or lessee of a property may apply for a 
tree removal permit. If the permit application is a lessee or agent of the owner, a statement from the 
owner of the property indicating that the owner has no objection to the proposed tree removal shall be 
submitted withthe application. The permit applicant shall submit to the Department a completed 
application form. Permit application forms shall be accompanied by two (2) sets of site plans which are 
subject to review and approval by the Department. The site plan shall include the locations of all 
existing tree resources and all proposed structures or utilities which may require removal or relocation 
of trees. The Department may require that said plans be prepared by either a landscape architect, 
architect or an engineerregistered in the State of Florida. If the submitted site plan does not provide 
sufficient information to determine which trees will be affected by the proposed development, the 
Department may require that a tree survey of the site be prepared and submitted to the Department tor 
review. 

(Ord. No. 04-214, §§ 1, 5, 12-2-04) 

Sec. 24-49.2. Review and evaluation of permit applications, natural forest communities 
standards, specimen tree standards. 

A review of each completed tree removal permit application shall be conducted by the 
Department. This review and all actions taken by the Department under the provisions of this article 
shall be conducted using best available practices from biology, botany, forestry, landscape architecture 
and other relevant fields, and shall be conducted in a manner that is consistent with all applicable 
goals, objectives and policies in the Comprehensive Development Master Plan for Miami-Dade County, 
Florida. Upon receiptof a completed permit application, the Department shall determine whether the site 
contains any portion of a natural forest community, specimen trees or any other trees subject to the 
provisions of this article as follows: 

(1) If a site contains any portion of a natural forest community, then the provisions of 
Section 24-49.2(1) shall apply. If any person is in doubt as to whether a particular 
property has been designated as a natural forest community, said person may request a 
written determination from the Department. Said written determination shall state 
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whether or not a particular property has been so designated by the Miami-Dade County 
Commission in the forest community maps under Resolution 1764-84 and shall be 
prepared bythe Department within twenty (20) days of receipt of said request. 

Any property owner of a designated natural forest community site may request that the 
Department verify the designated boundaries of a specific natural forest community site 
or may request that a specific site be deleted from the approved natural forest 
community maps. Requests for verification of the designated boundaries of a specific 
natural forest community site or the deletion of a specific site from the approved maps 
shall be made in writing to the Department. Upon receipt of such requests, Departmental 
staff shall inspect the site and make a determination whether the approved boundaries 
accurately reflect the current boundaries of a natural forest community as defined herein, 
or whether a site should be deleted from the approved maps. If it is determined that the 
approved boundaries of a specific natural forest community site are not longer accurate, 
the Director or his designee shall modify the approved boundary of the natural forest 
community. One (1) copy of the modified boundary shall be furnishedto the person who 
originated the request within thirty (30) days of receipt of the original request and 
another copy shall be made permanently available at the Department for reference by 
the public. If it is determined that a specific natural forest community site in its entirety no 
longer meets the definition of a natural forest community as defined herein, the Director 
shall recommend to the Board of County Commissioners that the site be deleted from 
the approved natural forest community maps. 

(2) If a site contains any specimen trees, then the provisions of Section 24-49.2(11) shall 
apply. 

(3) If there are trees present on a site other than any portion of a natural forest 
community or specimen trees, then the replacement provisions of Section 24-49.4 shall 
apply. 

(4) In the event that a site contains any combination of natural forest community, 
specimen trees or other trees, then shall be applied in proportion to the presence of 
each type of tree or Sections 24-49.2(1), 24-49.2(11), and 24-49.4 community. 

The standards to be applied in reviewing tree removal permit applications involving 
natural forest communities or specimen trees are as follows: 

.~ (I) Natural Forest Communities Standards. 

(1) Upon receipt of an application for tree or understory removal work in 
a natural forest community, Departmental staff shall verify that the site 
currently meets the definition of a natural forest community as defined 
herein. If Departmental staff determine that a site no longer meets the 
definition of a natural forest community, then the Director shall 
recommend to the Board of County Commissioners that the site be 
deleted from the natural forest community maps. Upon approval by 
resolution of the Board of County Commissioners, the site will no longer 
be subject to the provisions of Section 24-49.2(1), but may nevertheless 
be subject to the provisions of Sections 24-49.2(11) and 24-49.4. In the 
event that Departmental staff determine that the site currently meets the 
definition of a natural forest community as defined herein, but the 
boundary line shown on the approved maps no longer accurately reflects 
the boundary of a natural forest community as defined herein, the 
boundary of the natural forest community asshown on the approved maps 
shall be modified by the Director or his designee. One (1) copy of the 
modified boundary shall be furnished to the property owner and another 
copy shall be made permanently available at the Department for 
reference by the public. If the boundaries of a natural forest community 
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are modified, only that area encompassed within the modified boundary 
of the natural forest community shall be subject to the provisions of this 
section. 

(a) Except as provided in Section 24-49.2(1)(1 )(c) below, a permit 
shall not be issued to clear more than ten (1 0) percent of the 
canopy and understory of any hardwood hammock natural forest 
community or more than twenty (20) percent of the canopy and 
understory of any pineland natural forest community, provided 
said sites are five (5) acres or greater. If a site has a total area of 
less than five (5) acres and the natural forest community covers all 
or a portion of the site, a permit may be issued to clear upto one
half ( 1 /2) acre within a hammock natural forest community and up 
to one (1) acre within a pineland natural forest community, only if 
the clearing of ten (10) percent or twenty (20) percent, 
respectively, does not allow some use of the property. 

(b) The remaining portions of all natural forest community sites, 
outside of the areas where tree and understory removal have 
been permitted by the Department, shall be deemed preserve 
areas and shall be left in a natural state. Additional clearing of 
trees or understory shall be prohibited in these preserve areas, 
except as authorized by other provisions of this article. Firebreaks 
for pineland natural forest community preserves shall be 
permitted, and the total area encompassed by the firebreaks (up 
to a maximum of ten (1 0) percent of the natural forest community 
site) shall not be included in the total area which is permitted to be 
cleared, pursuant to Section 24-49.2(1)(1 )(a) and (c). Required 
dedicated public rights-of-way and required public utility 
easements in pineland and hammock natural forest communities 
shall be excluded (up to a maximum of ten (1 0) percent of the 
natural forest community site) from the total areas permitted to be 
cleared, pursuant to Section 24-49.2(1)(1)(a) and (c). The criteria 
fordetermining which portion of a natural forest community shall 
be preserved are as follows: 

(i) Whether the preservation area affords maximum 
protection to rare, threatened and endangered species. 

(ii) Whether the preservation area affords maximum 
protection to areas of high wildlife utilization such as, but 
not limited to, nesting or breeding areas. 

(iii) Whether the preservation area is located to minimize 
the number of trees and understory vegetation that is to be 
removed and disturbed for development. 

(iv) Whether the preservation area is located to protect 
the geological and archaeological value of the site. 

(v) Whether the preservation area is located contiguous 
with another natural forest community. 

(c) Permits for tree and understory removals within natural forest 
communities that are issued in accordance with Section 24-49.2(1) 
(1 )(a) and (b) above shall not require any tree or understory 
replacement. As an alternative to Section 24-49.2(1)(1 )(a). above, 
a permit may be issued to clear up to an additional ten (1 0) 
percent of a pineland natural forest community, provided that tree 
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and understory replacement are a requirement of the permit. Said 
tree and understory replacement shall provide for the replacement 
of one hundred (1 00) percent canopy coverage equal to the 
square footage of the additional area to be cleared regardless of 
the actual tree canopy contained therein to account for the 
replacement of the trees and understory, pursuant to the 
provisions of Section 24-49.4(1 )(b)(i). 

(d) Any permit issued for the removal of trees and understory 
within a natural forest community shall include a specific 
requirement which allows a minimum of fifteen (15) days for the 
salvaging of native plant materials within the area which is 
permitted to be cleared. However, any person desirous of 
salvaging plant materials must first have authorization from the 
permittee or owner of the property, which authorization shall not 
be unreasonably withheld. The Department shall maintain a list of 
persons interested in salvaging native plant materials and shall 
notify them immediately upon issuance of such a permit. 

(2) Alternatives to the provisions of Section 24-49.2(1)(1 ). In order to 
provide for unique design considerations for the replacement 
requirements in Section 24-49.2(1)(1 )(c) above, and to address natural 
forest community sites which are within the 1990 Urban Development 
Boundary, the following shall apply: 

(a) Alternative tree and understory replacement plans may be 
submitted tor projects which require mitigation, pursuant to 
Section 24-49.2(1)(1 )(c) above, that are outside of the 1990 Urban 
Development Boundary. Said alternative plan shall be prepared by 
a landscape architect or other individual knowledgeable in the field 
of natural area restoration, and shall indicate the deviations from 
the standard requirement and justification for approval. 

(b) Alternative tree and understory replacement and preservation 
plans may be submitted for projects which affect natural forest 
communities which are located within the 1990 Urban 
Development Boundary and which cannot meet the express terms 
of Section 24-49.2(1)(1 ). In such cases, the applicant shall have 
the burden of demonstrating that a proposed project meets the 
intent of this article and that the provisions of Section 24-49.2(1)(1) 
cannot be met. 

(i) At a minimum, an alternative tree and understory 
replacement and preservation plan shall include: 

1. A statement sealed by a landscape architect 
registered in the State of Florida that indicates that 
he has prepared the submitted plan and that the 
intent of this article can effectively be met through 
the submission of an alternative plan; provided, 
however, if the project only encompasses a single 
family residence with ancillary facilities, then said 
statement and plan may be made by an individual 
knowledgeable in the field of natural area 
restoration; 

2. The proposed location of all vegetation 
preservation and replantings (consisting exclusively 
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of native species), all property lines, and all 
proposed or existing structures, driveways and 
utility easements; and 

3. A tabulation that identifies any deviations from 
the requirements of Section 24-49.2(1)(1) and 
explicitly provides for equivalent compensation by 
alternative replanting (consisting exclusively of 
native species) or trust fund contributions. 

(ii) Approval of the plan shall be determined by the 
Department. The Department shall consider the following 
factors in evaluating the alternative preservation plan: 

1. Whether the proposed plan preserves a portion 
of the natural forest community. 

2. Whether the proposed plan provides for on-site 
or off-site replanting, including understory 
replanting. 

3. Whether the proposed plan provides for an 
equitable contribution to the Miami-Dade County 
Tree Preservation Trust Fund when the minimum 
preservation standards of Section 24-49.2(1)(1) are 
not met. 

(3) Modified preservation and replacement plan based upon justifiable, 
detrimental reliance allowed. In order to address these cases in which a 
person has purchased natural forest community property in justifiable, 
detrimental reliance upon written representations of Department staff 
made prior to the enactment of Chapter 24-49 of the Code of Miami-Dade 
County regarding replacement and preservation requirements for said 
property, the following shall apply: 

Any owner of a natural forest community property who has 
purchased natural forest community property in justifiable, 
detrimental reliance upon written representations of Department 
staff made prior to the enacting of Chapter 24-49 [Article IV] of the 
Code of Miami-Dade County may submit to the Department an 
application for approval of a modified replacement and 
preservation plan which shall incorporate the replacement and 
preservation requirements reflected in the agreement relied upon. 
In such cases, the applicant shall have the threshold burden of 
demonstrating to the Department and the Board of County 
Commissioners the detrimental, justifiable reliance which provides 
the basis for his application. 

(a) The Department shall make its recommendation to the Board 
of County Commissioners, and the Board of County 
Commissioners shall make its decision, for denial or approval with 
conditions of the modified replacement and preservation plan. In 
evaluating the proposed modified preservation and replacement 
plan, and in making the threshold determination of whether the 
applicant has purchased natural forest community property in 
justifiable, detrimental reliance upon written representations of 
Department staff madeprior to the enactment of Chapter 24-49 
[Article IV] of the Code of Miami-Dade County, the Department 
shall make its recommendation, and the Board of County 
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Commissioners shall make its decision, based upon the following 
factors: 

(i) At a minimum, the application for modified replacement 
and preservation plan shall reflect that the elements 
provided for in Section 24-49.2(1)(2)(b)(i)1, 2, and 3 above 
are included in the proposed plan, provided, however, that, 
if the Board of County Commissioners determines that the 
applicant purchased natural forest community property in 
justifiable, detrimental reliance upon written 
representations of Department staff made prior to 
enactment of Chapter 24-49 of the Code of Miami-Dade 
County, and if thewritten representations relied upon did 
not address tree replacement or tree compensation 
requirements, then the tree replacement or tree 
compensation requirements applicable at the time of such 
justifiable, detrimental reliance may be made a part of the 
modified replacement and preservation plan. 

(ii) In addition to the elements provided for in Section 24-
49.2(1)(2)(b)(i)1, 2, and 3, the application for modified 
replacement and preservation plan shall include 
information regarding the following factors: 

1. The nature of the written representations relied 
upon: Whether the representations by the 
Department could be construed to be a final 
determination regarding preservation and 
replacement requirements for the subject property; 
and 

2. The existence of a permit or written consent 
agreement with the Department: Whether a tree 
removal permit or consent agreement with the 
Department was entered into by the owner of the 
subject property or his immediate predecessor in 
title prior to purchase of the subject property; and 

3. The circumstances of the property purchase: 
Whether (a) the purchase of the subject property 
occurred before or after enactment of Chapter 24-
49 of the Code of Miami-Dade County, and (b) the 
purchase of the subject property occurred close in 
time to the date of the written representations relied 
upon, and (c) the owner has legal representation or 
other professional assistance in negotiating and 
concluding said purchase; and 

4. Subsequent dealings with the Department: 
Whether the applicant had dealings with the 
Department occurring subsequent to the date of the 
written representations relied upon and prior to the 
date of purchase of the subject property. 

The Board of County Commissioners shall hold a public 
hearing concerning the application. A notice of the time 
and place of said public hearing shall be published in a 
newspaper of general circulation in Miami-Dade County a 

http:/ /library4.municode.com/mcc/Doc View/1 0620/11315/327/329 4/10/2006 



DIVISION 2. TREE PRESERVATION AND PROTECTION Page 9 of 19 

minimum of seven (7) days prior to the public hearing. Said 
notice shall include a brief description of the proposed 
replacement and preservation plan and the location of the 
subject natural forest community property. 

(iii) Appeal from denial of modified preservation and 
replacement plan. Any person aggrieved by any decision 
of the Board of County Commissioners pursuant to this 
Section 24-49.2(1)(3) may seek judicial review in 
accordance with the Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. 

(II) Specimen Trees Standards. 

(1) Specimen trees application. Specimen trees shall be preserved 
whenever reasonably possible. Upon receipt of an application to remove 
a specimen tree, the Department shall consider the following factors in 
evaluating said application: 

(a) Size and configuration of the property. 

(b) Size and configuration of any proposed development. 

(c) Location of the tree relative to any proposed development. 

(d) Whether or not the tree can be preserved under the proposed 
plan or any alternative plan. 

(e) Health, condition and aesthetic qualities of the tree. 

(f) Whether the tree poses a threat to persons or property. 

(2) Alternate plans. If, upon review of the factors enumerated in Section 
24-49.2(11)(1 ), the Department determines that a specimen tree cannot 
reasonably be preserved under the proposed plan, then the applicant 
shall provide an alternate plan when feasible, which shall include 
preservation of the specimen tree and design alterations consistent with 
the scope and intent of the initially-proposed plan. Alterations consistent 
with the scope and intent of the initially-proposed plan may include, but 
shall not be limited to: 

(a) An adjustment of building orientation on a site. 

(b) An adjustment of lot lines within a site proposal for more than 
one (1) lot when said adjustment will not cause an unreasonable 
loss of usable space. An applicant shall have the burden of proof 
in the determination of what constitutes an unreasonable loss of 
usable space. 

(3) Specimen tree relocation. If preservation of the specimen tree and 
any alternate design consistent with the scope and intent of the initial plan 
are mutually exclusive, then the Department may issue a permit to 
relocate the specimen tree. If the tree removal permit requires relocation, 
then the applicant shall be required to relocate the tree in accordance 
with the standards set forth in Section 24-49.6. 

( 4) Removal of specimen trees. If relocation of the specimen tree is not 
feasible, due to the size, health, location, species or any other factor, then 
a permit may be issued for removal, and tree replacement shall be 
required. 

(5) Replacement requirements for specimen trees. As a condition of the 
issuance of a tree removal permit for the removal of a specimen tree, tree 
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replacement requirements shall be twice those specified in Section 24-
49.4(2)(c). In the event that replacement is not feasible on-site, then 
alternative off-site replacement shall be required, or, as a last alternative, 
there shall be a contribution to the Miami-Dade County Tree Trust Fund 
for the full value of the replacement trees. Notwithstanding the above, 
there shall also be an equitable contribution to the Miami-Dade County 
Tree Trust Fund for the irreplaceable loss of the aesthetic and 
environmental contributions of the specimen tree(s), according to the 
contribution schedule established by the Board of County 
Commissioners, pursuant to Section 24-49.9. 

(6) Exemptions from specimen tree replacement requirements. An 
applicant may be exempt from the replacement requirements of Section 
24-49.2(11)(5), but subject to the tree replacement requirements in Section 
24-49.4(2)(c), under the following circumstances: 

(Ord. No. 04-214, §§ 1, 5, 12-2-04) 

(a) Upon submittal of a statement from a landscape architect 
registered in the State of Florida which indicates that a specimen 
tree, due to disease, condition, growth habit or any other 
reasonable botanical factor, does not provide the aesthetic or 
environmental contribution associated with a specimen tree. Said 
statement shall include the specific reason(s) for the claimed 
exemption from the provisions of Section 24.49.4(2). 

(b) When preservation of the specimen tree would cause a 
foreseeable risk to property. 

(c) When a site contains more than one (1) specimen tree, and 
fifty (50) percent or more of the existing specimen trees and at 
least fifty (50) percent of the existing specimen tree canopy area is 
preserved. 

Sec. 24-49.3. Preliminary review of projects involving tree removal or relocation. · 

The Department shall review and comment on the following actions: Any application for zoning 
relief which requires a public hearing before the Miami-Dade County Community Zoning Appeals Board 
or the Board of County Commissioners; applications for plat approval; administrative site plan review; 
applications for approval of development plans by the developmental impact committee and the South 
Florida Regional Planning Council; proposed plans for new roadways or improvements to highway 
design projects; proposed plans for new public park and recreational areas and other public facilities. 
This review procedure shall determine if a tree removal permit is required under Section 24-49, and 
whether the following standards, when applicable, are adhered to: 

(1) Any proposed action that does not involve specimen trees or development in a 
natural forest community shall be subject to the replacement standards in Section 24-
49.4. 

(2) Development within natural forest communities or involving specimen trees: 

(a) If it is determined that the proposed development site is within a natural 
forest community or involves removal of a specimen tree, the standards set forth 
in Section 24-49.2 shall apply. Proposed site actions that are not in accordance 
with said standards shall receive a recommendation of denial from the 
Department. 

(b) Notwithstanding any provision of this Code, no County or municipal officer, 
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agent, employee or Board shall approve, grant or issue any building permit, 
certificate of use and occupancy (except for changes in ownership), platting 
action (final plat, waiver of plat or equivalent municipal platting action) or zoning 
action requiring a public hearing before the Miami-Dade County Community 
Zoning Appeals Board or the Board of County Commissioners for any land use 
involving division of property into parcels lessthan five (5) acres within natural 
forest communities without obtaining the prior written recommendation of the 
DERM or his designee. The DERM or his designee shall issue his written 
recommendation of approval only if the DERM or his designee determines that a 
preservation area equivalent in size to the minimum preservation area required 
for the site under Section 24-49.2(1) has been designated prior to the proposed 
action. 

(Ord. No. 04-214, §§ 1, 5, 12-2-04) 

Sec. 24-49.4. Replacement requirements for tree removal. 

(1) Tree replacement requirements. As a condition of the issuance of a tree removal permit, 
· the permittee shall be required to replace trees that are authorized to be removed under the 

provisions of this article. The number of trees and number of species of trees required for 
replacement shall be determined according to the procedures contained herein. When the 
replacement canopy area exceeds ten thousand (10,000) square feet, replacement shall be 
described in a landscape replacement plan which shall meet the minimum requirements of 
Section24-49.4(3), and no tree removal permit shall be issued until said plan has been 
approved by the Department, except as provided in Section 24-49.4(4). 

(a) The following are exempt from this section: 

(i) All tree removal activities included in Section 24-49(4). 

(ii) All tree removal permits affecting natural forest community sites which meet 
the specific preservation requirements of Section 24-49.2(1)(1 )(a) and (b). 

(iii) Trees which have been successfully relocated, pursuant to Section 24-49.6. 

(b) Natural forest community replacement requirements. 

(i) Pursuant to Section 24-49.2(1)(1)(c)., tree and understory replacement for 
pineland natural forest communities shall include the following: 

1. All species proposed for replanting shall be native to Miami-Dade 
County's pinelands. 

2. For each additional one-half ( 1/2) acre which is permitted to be 
cleared, fifty (50) replacement pine trees (Pinus elliotti var. densa) shall 
be provided. Said pine trees shall meet the standards in either Section 
24-49.4(4)(a)(i) or (ii); if the pine trees meet the standards of Section 24-
49.4(4)(a)(i), then six hundred twenty-six (626) pineland understory and 
ground cover plants which meet the standards of Section 24-49.4(4)(a)(ii) 
shall be provided; if the pine trees meet the standards of Section 24-49.4 
(4)(a)(ii), then six hundred seventy-six (676) pineland understory and 
ground cover plans which meet the standards of Section 24-49.4( 4 )(a)(ii) 
shall be provided. The number of replacement plants for areas which are 
less than one-half ( 1/2) acre shall be determined on a prorated basis. 

3. The diversity of understory and ground cover species provided shall 
be maximized to the greatest extent possible based on availability of 
materials. 
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4. An eighty (80) percent survival rate after one (1) year shall be 
guaranteed for all pineland natural forest community replacement 
plantings. 

(ii) As an alternative to Section 24-49.4(1 )(b)(i) above, a monetary contribution, 
equal to the cost of the replacement plants, labor costs for installation, and 
survival rate guarantee costs, may be made to the Miami-Dade County Tree 
Trust Fund. Said funds shall be utilized by the County to reestablish pineland on 
County-owned property or to purchase pinelands for preservation purposes. 

(iii) All other applications for the removal of trees or understory within natural 
forest communities which meet the requirements of Section 24-49.2(1)(1 )(a) and 
(b) or Section 24-49.2(1)(2) shall not require any tree or understory replacement. 

(c) Specimen tree replacement requirements. As required in Section 24-49.2(11)(5), the 
replacement requirements for the removal of a specimen tree shall be twice those 
specified in this section, except as noted in Section 24-49.2(11)(6). 

(2) Procedures tor determining tree replacement requirements. The Department shall 
determine the total number of replacement trees required for the issuance of a tree removal 
permit according to the following procedural steps: 

(a) Step 1: Determining existing tree canopy coverage on-site. The area of existing 
tree canopy coverage of a site shall be determined by the Department, using one (1) or 
any combination of the following methods: Review of aerial photography; on-site 
inspection; and review of a tree survey. The Department may require the applicant to 
submit a tree survey for the purpose of this determination. 

(b) Step 2: Determining impact area of proposed project. The area of existing canopy 
coverage which will be affected (impact area) by the applicant's proposed development 
shall be determined by the Department. This determination shall be based on a site plan 
and completed tree remov.al permit application form submitted to the Department by the 
applicant. 

(c) Step 3: Determining number of replacement trees required to be planted. The total 
number of trees required for replacement shall be based on the area of impact and the 
category of replacement tree selected by the applicant. Each replacement tree shall 
compensate for a portion of the tree canopy lost in the impact area. The following table 
shall be used as a standard for determining the required number of replacement trees: 

TABLE INSET: 

Category Replacement Portion of Impact Area that each replacement tree 
Tree: compensates for in square feet: 

Shade Tree 1 500 

Shade Tree 2 300 

Palm Tree 1 

Palm Tree 2 

Small Tree 

300 

100 

200 

Any combination of shade trees, palm trees, or small trees shall be acceptable 
replacement, provided the total number of trees from all replacement categories 
compensate for the lost canopy. In the event that a replacement tree actually has more 
canopy coverage at the time of planting than the amount of credit allowed under the tree 
replacement formula above, then the applicant shall receive full credit for the canopy 
coverage provided by the replacement tree at the time of planting. The applicant shall 
submit a list of proposed replacement trees on a form provided by the Department, 
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except when the total number of replacement trees exceeds twenty (20), and then the 
applicant shall be required to submit a landscape replacement plan consistent with the 
provisions of Section 24-49.4(3). Proposed replacement lists or plans are subject to 
Departmental approval. The Department shall approve proposed replacement trees that 
are consistent with the standards of Section 24-49.4(3). 

(d) Step 4: Location of replacement trees. Specific placement of replacement trees on
site shall be determined by the applicant. If the site cannot accommodate the required 
replacement trees because of insufficient planting area as determined by the 
Department, then the applicant shall be required to plant replacement trees at an off-site 
location subject to Departmental approval, or, as a last alternative, shall provide an 
equitable contribution to the Miami-Dade County Tree Trust Fund to compensate for 
those replacement trees which cannot be accommodated on site. The amount of the 
contribution shall be determined according to the provisions of Section 24-49.9. If any 
applicant is in doubt as to whether a particular site can sufficiently accommodate the 
required number and species of replacement trees as initially determined by the 
Department, then the applicant shall submit a statement prepared by a landscape 
architect registered in the State of Florida, indicating whether, in his professional opinion, 
the site can accommodate the required number of trees and species. Upon receipt of 
said statement, the Department shall reevaluate its initial determination and provide the 
applicant with a revised determination of requirements. In the event that the landscape 
architect is in agreement with the Department's determination of available planting 
space, however, due to design considerations, the applicant would elect to propose an 
alternative landscape enhancement plan or an equitable contribution to the Miami-Dade 
County Tree Trust Fund, then the provisions of Section 24-49.4(4) or 24-49.2(11)(5), 
respectively, shall apply. 

(e) Step 5: Minimum species diversity standards. When more than ten (10) trees are 
required to be planted in accordance with the provisions of this section, a diversity of 
species shall be required. The number of species to be planted shall be based on the 
overall number of trees required. The applicant shall be required to meet the following 
minimum diversity standards: 

TABLE INSET: 

Required Number of Trees Minimum Number Species of 

11--20 

21--50 

51 or more 

2 

4 

6 

Permittees shall not be required to plant in excess o1 six (6) species. The number of 
trees of each species planted shall be proportional to the number of species required. A 
minimum of fifty (50) percent of all replacement trees planted shall be native to Miami
Dade County, and no more than thirty (30) percent of the replacement trees shall be 
palms. However, when native trees are removed, all replacement trees shall be native 
species. As an alternative to the minimum species diversity required herein, anapplicant 
may propose an alternative species diversity in an alternative landscape enhancement 
plan described in Section 24-49.4(4). 

(f) Step 6: Minimum standards for replacement trees. 

(i) All replacement trees shall have a minimum quality of a Florida No. 1 grade 
or better. 

(ii) The Department shall maintain a list of species for each category of 
replacement tree. This list may be amended from time to time, as necessary. 
Replacement tree heights shall be determined by overall height measured from 
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where the tree meets the ground to the top-most branch. 

1. All category 1 replacement shade trees shall be a minimum of twelve 
(12) feet in height at the time of planting and at maturity should have a 
canopy coverage of five hundred (500) square feet under normal growing 
conditions. 

2. All category 2 replacement shade trees shall be a minimum of eight 
(8) feet in height at the time of planting and at maturity should have a 
canopy coverage of five hundred (500) square feet under normal growing 
conditions. -

3. All category 1 replacement palm trees shall have a minimum height of 
ten (1 0) feet at the time of planting and at maturity should have a canopy 
coverage of three hundred (300) square feet under normal growing 
conditions. 

4. All category 2 replacement palm trees shall have a minimum height of 
three (3) feet at the time of planting and at maturity should have a canopy 
coverage of one hundred (1 00) square feet under normal growing 
conditions. 

5. All replacement small trees shall have a minimum height of six (6) feet 
at the time of planting and at maturity should have a canopy coverage of 
two hundred (200) square feet under normal growing conditions. 

(3) Requirements for a landscape replacement plan. Except as provided in Section 24-49.4(4), 
a landscape replacement plan shall be submitted to the Department by the permit applicant 
when a minimum of ten thousand (1 0,000) square feet of replacement canopy is required under 
the provisions of Section 24-49.4(2). All landscape replacement plans shall meet the following 
minimum standards: 

(a) The number of trees, number of species of trees, and size of trees proposed for 
planting shall be consistent with Section 24-49.4(2). 

(b) The applicant shall submit a site plan that includes the proposed replacement 
locations of all replacement plantings and tree relocations, all property lines, and all 
proposed and existing structures, driveways and utility easements. 

(c) The canopy spread of any tree that is proposed for preservation shall be shown on 
the plan. Where a portion of the canopy of a tree or trees shall be removed without 
removal of the trees, a notation shall be made on the plan. 

(4) Alternatives to the provisions of Sections 24-49.4(2) and 24-49.4(3). Instead of replacing 
all affected trees pursuant' to the provisions of Sections 24-49.4(2) and 24-49.4(3), an applicant 
may propose to relocate existing trees or propose a unique project design which provides 
reasonable assurance that the project complies with the intent to maintain tree canopy. 

(a) Generally, as an exception to the requirements of Section 24-49.4(2), and in order 
to provide for development of exceptional or unique landscape designs which cannot 
meet the express terms of Section 24-49.4(2), an applicant may submit an alternative 
landscape enhancement plan. As an alternative to the requirements in Section 24-49.4 
(2)(c), tree replacement credit may be granted for planting shrubs or ground covers, 
based upon the following table, provided, however, that a minimum of fifty (50) percent 
of the required canopy replacement is achieved by using shade trees and palm trees as 
required by Section 24-49.4(2)(c). 

TABLE INSET: 

Category of Tree Alternative Portion of Impact Area hat Each Tree Alternative Shrub, 
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Shrub or Ground Cover: or Ground Cover Compensates for in Square Feet: 

Shrub 1 (including small 
60 palms) 

Shrub 2/Ground Cover 30 

(i) All category 1 tree alternative shrubs shall be a minimum of two (2) feet in 
height at the time of planting and at maturity should have a canopy coverage of 
sixty (60) square feet under normal growing conditions. 

(ii) All category 2 tree alternative shrubs or ground covers shall have a root 
system sufficient to sustain growth and at maturity should have a canopy 
coverage of ten (1 0) to twenty (20) square feet under normal growing conditions. 

(b) The applicant shall have the burden of demonstrating that a design meets the intent 
of this article. At a minimum, an alternative landscaping enhancement plan shall include, 
without limitation: 

(i) A statement, prepared by a landscape architect registered in the State of 
Florida, which indicates that the intent of this article can be effectively met 
through the submission of the alternative design; and 

(ii) A site plan, prepared by a landscape architect registered in the State of 
Florida, that includes the proposed location, scientific name or description of all 
vegetation to be preserved or planted, all property lines, and all proposed or 
existing structures, driveways and utility easements; and 

(iii) A tabulation that identifies any deviations from the requirements of Section 
24-49.4(2) and explicitly provides tree replacement alternatives. 

(c) The Department shall q.pprove an alternative landscape enhancement plan when: 

(i) The design preserves and incorporates existing vegetation; and 

(ii) The design exceeds the minimum requirements or equivalent of Section 24-
49.4(2). 

(d) Preservation credit for relocated trees. Permittees who successfully relocate trees 
shall receive full credit for the relocated trees and the tree replq.cement requirements 
herein shall not apply to such relocated trees. All relocated trees shall meet the 
standards set forth in Section 24-49.6 for tree relocation. 

(Ord. No. 04-214, §§ 1, 5, 12-2-04) 

Sec. 24-49.5. Tree protection requirements during construction. 

(1) During site development, protection requirements for trees designated for preservation 
under an approved tree remov<ll permit shq.ll include, but not be limited to, the following: 

(a) Protective barriers shq.ll be placed around each tree, cluster of trees, or the edge of 
the preservation <lrea no less than six (6) feet (in radius) from the trunk of any protected 
tree cluster or preservation areq. unless a lesser distance is specified by the Department. 
Protective barriers shall be a minimum of four (4) feet above ground level and shall be 
constructed of wood, plastic or metal, and shq.ll remain in place until development is 
completed and the Department has authorized their removal. Protective barriers shall be 
in place prior to the start of any construction. 

(b) Understory plants within protective barriers shall be protected. 

(c) No excess oil, fill, equipment, building materials or building debris shall be placed 
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within the areas surrounded by protective barriers, nor shall there be disposal of any 
waste material such as paints, oils, solvents, asphalt, concrete, mortar or any other 
material harmful to trees or understory plants within the areas surrounded by protective 
barriers. 

(d) Trees shall be braced in such a fashion as to not scar, penetrate, perforate or 
otherwise inflict damage to the tree. 

(e) Natural grade shall be maintained within protective barriers. In the event that the 
natural grade of the site is changed as a result of site development such that the safety 
of the tree may be endangered, tree wells or retaining walls are required. 

(f) Underground utility lines shall be placed outside the areas surrounded by protective 
barriers. If said placement is not possible, disturbance shall be minimized by using 
techniques such as tunnelling or overhead utility lines. 

(g) Fences and walls shall be constructed to avoid disturbance to any protected tree. 
Post holes and trenches located close to trees shall be dug by hand and adjusted as 
necessary, using techniques such as discontinuous footings, to avoid damage to major 
roots. 

(2) Exceptions to the provisions of Section 24-49.5(1 ). Exceptions to the requirements of 
Section 24-49.5(1) shall be approved only when the permittee receives specific written 
authorization from the DERM or his designee. The DERM or his designee shall not issue his 
written approval unless the DERM or his designee determines that the affected tree(s) can be 
adequately protected without meeting the requirements of Section 24-49.5(1 ), or due to 
exceptional circumstances it is not practical or reasonable to meet the requirements of Section 
24-49.5(1 ). 

(3) If the requirements of Section 24-49.5(1 )(a) through (g) are not adhered to by the permittee 
and the trees are effectively destroyed, then all such trees shall be replaced according to the 
standards of Section 24-49.4(2), in addition to being subject to the penalty provisions of 
Sections 24-29, 24-30 and 24-31 of the Code of Miami-Dade County. 

(Ord. No. 04-214, §§ 1, 5, 12-2-04) 

Sec. 24-49.6. Tree relocation standards. 

The relocation of any tree that is subject to the provisions of this article shall be consistent with 
the following minimum standards: 

(1) Trees other than palms: 

(a) Tree roots shall be severed in such a manner as to provide a root ball which 
is sufficient to ensure survival of the tree when relocated. A sufficiently-sized 
planting hole shall be provided at the relocation site to ensure successful 
regrowth. 

(b) After root severing, adequate time shall be allowed prior to replanting to 
ensure survival of the tree(s). After root severing and prior to relocation, tree(s) 
shall be watered a minimum of twice weekly. After relocation, tree(s) shall be 
watered a minimum of twice weekly until the tree(s) are established. 

(c) During removal and transportation of the tree, the root ball and vegetative 
portions of the tree shall be protected from damage from wind or injury. 

(d) Any tree that dies or becomes nonviable within one (1) year of relocation 
shall be replaced according to the standards set forth in Section 24-49.4(2). 

(2) Palms: 
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(a) A ball of earth at least one (1) foot from the base of the tree shall be moved 
with the tree. 

(b) Fronds shall be securely tied around the bud prior to relocation and shall 
remain securely tied around the bud during the entire relocation process and for 
a minimum of one (1) week after relocation. 

(c) The bud shall be protected from damage or injury during relocation. 

(d) Any palm that dies or becomes nonviable within one (1) year of relocation 
shall be replaced according to the standards set forth in Section 24-49.4(2). 

(Ord. No. 04-214, §§ 1, 5, 12-2-04) 

Sec. 24-49.7. Permit issuance, confirmation of natural forest community maps, existing 
permits, approvals and consent agreements. 

(1) The Department shall deny an application, or approve an application and issue a permit 
(subject to conditions, limitations or restrictions), for the activity proposed under the permit 
application, provided: 

(a) The required application fee and permit fee is submitted to Miami-Dade County. 

(b) A performance bond, if required, has been posted. As a condition of issuing a tree 
removal permit, the Department may require the posting of a performance bond to 
guarantee compliance with all other conditions, limitations, and restrictions of the tree 
removal permit (the permitted activity), including, without limitation, planting of all 
required replacement trees. The bond shall be equivalent to one hundred (100) percent 
of the estimated cost of the permitted activity and may be in the form of a letter ofcredit, 
surety, cash, or certificate of deposit. All performance bonds shall remain in force for a 
minimum of either one (1) year after the actual completion date of the permitted activity 
(to ensure that any replanted trees which perish are replaced), or until viability of all 
replanted trees has been achieved, whichever occurs last. However, at the discretion of 
the DERM or his designee, performance bonds may be partially released in phases 
based upon partial completion of planting or other permit requirements. 

(c) All required plans or covenants are submitted and are in compliance with the 
standards herein. 

(2) All permits shall clearly specify all conditions, limitations and restrictions required by the 
Department. The permit applicant shall acknowledge that he fully understands and agrees to 
comply with all said conditions, limitations or restrictions by signing the permit prior to its 
issuance. 

(3) All tree removal permit applications which remain incomplete for a period of one hundred 
twenty (120) days shall be denied. A new tree removal permit application shall be required for 
all work previously proposed under a permit application which has been denied. 

(4) The natural forest community maps approved by the Board of County Commissioners on 
December 12, 1984, by Resolution No. 1764-84, all tree removal permits issued pursuant to 
Chapter 268, Department approvals, and all consent agreements executed in order to resolve 
alleged violations of Chapter 268 of the Code of Miami-Dade County, Florida, are hereby 
confirmed and shall remain in full force and effect, and all conditions, restrictions and limitations 
contained therein shall continue to apply, and compliancetherewith shall be enforceable 
pursuant to the provisions of this chapter. 

(Ord. No. 04-214, §§ 1, 5, 12-2-04) 
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Sec. 24-49.8. Permit fees; schedule. 

The Miami-Dade County Department of Environmental Resources Management shall charge 
and collect application and permit fees and trust fund contributions at the rates established by separate 
administrative order which shall not become effective until approved by the Board of County 
Commissioners. Applications from government agencies for tree removals in areas dedicated to public 
use may, in the discretion of the DERM, be exempted from application fees and permit fees. 

(Ord. No. 04-214, §§ 1, 5, 12-2-04) 

Sec. 24-49.9. Prohibited plant species. 

(1) With exception of Ficus benjamina, the list of exotic pest plant species that may not be 
sold, propagated or planted anywhere in Miami-Dade County pursuant to Policy 81 of the 
Conservation Element of the Comprehensive Development Master Plan for Miami-Dade County, 
Florida, as may be amended from time to time, is hereby incorporated by reference. If present 
on a development site, they shall be removed prior to development, and their sale, propagation, 
planting, importation or transportation shall be prohibited. 

(2) Definitions for Section 24-49.9(1 ), Sections 24-49.9(3)(a), 3(b), and 3(c): 

(a) Importation shall mean the conveyance by any means of plants into Miami-Dade 
County. 

(b) Planting shall mean the placing on or setting into the ground of live plant material. 

(c) Propagation shall mean the physical act of causing plants to multiply by any 
process of reproduction from plant stock. 

(d) Sale shall mean the act of transferring or conveying plants to a purchaser for 
consideration. 

(e) Transportation shall mean the act of carrying or conveying plants from one (1) 
place to another for the purpose of sale, planting, importation or propagation. 

(3) Variances. 

(a) A variance by the Director of DERM from the transportation, propagation and 
planting prohibitions of this section may be requested, subject to the conditions justifying 
variance approval outlined below in Section 24-49.9(3)(b)(i) and (ii). Said variance 
request shall be made in writing to the Director of DERM and shall include the following 
information: 

(i) Name and address of the person or persons requesting the variance. 

(ii) Location of the property for which the variance is requested. 

(iii) A sketch or drawing indicating the location within the subject property where 
the planting or field propagation of the otherwise prohibited plant speCies will 
occur. (Container propagation shall be exempt from said sketch or drawing 
requirements.) 

(iv) The reason or reasons for requesting the variance. 

(b) The Director of DERM may, in his discretion, issue a variance from the provisions of 
this section based upon the following factors: 

(i) Proximity of the subject planting or propagation to any environmentally 
sensitive areas (e.g., wetlands, hammocks, pinelands, dunes). 
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(ii) Lack of appropriate alternative plant species to fulfill the same purpose or 
purposes for planting. 

(c) The Director of DERM shall issue or deny a variance request within thirty (30) days 
of receipt of its receipt, provided the required information described in Section 24-49.9(3) 
(a)(i) through (iv) above has been submitted. 

(Ord. No. 04-214, §§ 1, 5, 12-2-04) 
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Sec. 24-50. Tille. 

This scl.'t\011 shalt b'-= known n5 the EnvirOil!llL"ntully Endangered Lands Program. 

Sec. 24-50.1. Legislative intent. 

The historic loss, fragmentation, and degradation of' native wetland and upland forest 
communities in Miami-Dade County urc well documented, and rcmaimng native wetland and 
upland forest communities are collectively endangered. On May S, 1990, the electorate ol' 
Miami-Dade County authorized the county to exceed the constirutio<wlmillagc limitation by 
levying an ad valorem tax of three-quarters of one mil, for a period not to exceed two (]) 
yeurs, for acquisition .. prGscrvation, cnhat1Ccmenl} restoratlon~ conscrv:nion and nwintenancc 
of cnvironmcntally-cndangcrcd lands for the benefit of present and future gencrutions; and 
limiting all uses of, and all investment earnings on, such levies to such purposes. It is the 
intent of the Doar<! of County Commissioners of Metropolitan Miami-Dade County to 
establish the Environmentally Endangered Lands Program to implement this mandate and to 
support its purposes to the fullest. 

Sec. 24-50.2. Definitions. 

The following words and phrases, when used in this chi<pter, shall have the meanings 
ascribed to them in this section: 

(I) Acq11isilion pr<]posa/ shall mean (a) parccl(s) of land which ha~fhavc been 
nominated or rcconuncndcd for acquisition in accordance with procedures 
provided for hereinbelow. 

(2) d.r:.CJliisition pmject shall mean (a) parcel(s) of land approved by the Board of 
County Commissioners for acquisition by the county in accordance with 
procedures provided for hereinbelow. 

(3) And limy land shall mean that land which is adjacent to environmental land 
and which is necessary to the management and protection of the 
environmental land for such purposes as fence installation, access of 
maintenance equipment, firebreaks, parking, or other management activities 
which arc indicated in the management feasibility evaluation. 

(4) Bona Ode organjzatiort shall mean an organization which has an elected board 
of directors, has adopted a chnncr, by-laws, or rules of procedure, conducts a 
meeting of its membership nt least annually, and which has been in existence 
in Miami-Dade Co11nty for at least two (2) ycus prior to the adoption of the 
ordinance from which this chapter derives. 

(5) Buff~r land shall mean tlwt land which is adjacent to publicly-owned 
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environmental land or to an environmental land acquisition proposal or 
project, or that land which is an inholding within publicly-owned 
environmental land or within an environmental land acquisition proposal or 
project, and which, if not acquired, would threaten the environmental integrity 
of the existing resource, or if acquired, would enhance the environmental 
integrity of the resource. 

(6) Environmental land shall mean that land which contains natural forest or 
wetland communities, native plant communities, rare and endangered flora 
and fauna, endemic species, endangered species habitat, a diversity of species, 
or outstanding geologic or other natural features, or that land which functions 
as an integral and sustaining component of an existing ecosystem. 

(7) Management shall mean the preservation, enhancement, restoration, 
conservation, monitoring, or maintenance of the natural resource values of 
environmentally-endangered lands which have been acquired or approved for 
management under the Environmentally Endangered Lands Program. 

Sec. 24-50.3. Environmentally Endangered Lands Program established. 

The Metropolitan Miami-Dade County Environmentally Endangered Lands Program 
(hereinafter referred to as the EEL Program) is hereby established to acquire, preserve, 
enhance, restore, conserve, and maintain threatened natural forest and wetland communities 
located in Miami-Dade County, for the benefit of present and future generations. The County 
Manager shall administer this program in accordance with the procedures and criteria 
provided for hereinbelow. 

Sec. 24-50.4. Purpose. 

The purpose of the EEL Program shall be: 

(1) To acquire environmentally-endangered lands which contain natural forest or 
wetland communities, native plant communities, rare and endangered flora 
and fauna, endemic species, endangered species habitat, a diversity of species, 
or outstanding geologic or other natural features; 

(2) To acquire environmentally-endangered lands which function as an integral 
and sustaining component of an existing natural system; 

(3) To protect environmentally-endangered lands which are publicly owned by 
acquiring inholdings or adjacent properties which, if not acquired, would 
threaten the environmental integrity of the existing resource, or which, if 
acquired, would enhance the environmental integrity of the resource; 

(4) To implement the objectives and policies of the Comprehensive Development 
Master Plan for Metropolitan Miami-Dade County which have been 
promulgated to preserve and protect environmental protection areas 
designated in the Plan and other natural forest resources, wetlands, and 
endangered species habitat; 

(5) To identify Miami-Dade County's best and most endangered environmental 

' . ' 
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lands for acquisition and management by evaluating the biological 
characteristics and viability of the resource, the vulnerability of the resource to 
degradation or destruction, and the feasibility of managing the resource to 
maintain its natural attributes; 

(6) To manage environmentally-endangered lands with the primary objective of 
maintaining and preserving their natural resource values by employing 
management techniques that are most appropriate for each native community 
so that our natural heritage may be preserved for present and future 
generations; 

(7) To usc the acquired sites, where feasible within financial constraints and with 
minimal risk to the environmental integrity of the site, to educate Miami.-Dade 
County's school-age population and the general public about the uniqueness 
and importance of Miami-Dade County's subtropical ecosystems and natural 
communities; and 

(8) To cooperate actively with other acquisition, conservation, and resource 
management programs, including, but not limited to, such programs as the 
State of Florida Conservation and Recreation Lands program, the Land 
Acquisition Trust Fund, and Save Our Rivers program, where the purposes of 
such programs are consistent with the purposes of the EEL Program as stated 
hereinabove. 

Sec. 24-50.5. Environmentally Endangered Lands Trust J<unds. 

(1) Creation of the Environmentally Endangered Lands Acquisition 11-ust Fund. 

(a) There is hereby created the Environmentally Endangered Lands Acquisition 
Trust Fund (hereiuafter referred to as the EEL Acquisition Trust Fund) for use 
in acquiring environmentally-endangered lands in Miami-Dade County. The 
Finance Director is hereby authorized to establish the EEL Acquisition Trust 
Fund and to receive and disburse monies in accordance with the provisions of 
this section. 

(b) The EEL Acquisition Trust Fund shall receive monies from the following 
sources: 

(i) All revenues collected by the County Tax Collector pursuant to the 
extraordinary millage of three-quarters of one mil of ad valorem tax 
levied in 1990 and 1991, as approved by referendum on May 8, 1990, 
except for those revenues dedicated to the Environmentally 
Endangered Lands Management Trust Fund provided for herein by 
Section 24-50.5(b)(ii). 

(ii) All monies accepted by Metropolitan Miami-Dade County in the form 
of federal, State, or other governmental grants, allocations, or 
appropriations, as well as foundation or private grants anddonations 
for acquisition of environmentally-endangered lands as provided for 
by this section. 
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(iii) Such additional allocations as may be made by the Board of County 
Commissioners from time to time for the purposes set forth herein. 

(iv) All interest generated from the sources identified in Section 24-
50.5(l)(b)(i), (ii), and (iii) hereinabove, except where monies received 
have been otherwise designated or restricted. 

(c) The EEL Acquisition Trust Fund shall be maintained in trust by the Board of 
County Commissioners solely for the purposes set forth herein, in a separate 
and segregated fund of the County which will not commingle with other 
County funds until disbursed for an authorized purpose pursuant to Section 
24-505( I )(d). 

(d) Disbursements from the EEL Acquisition Trust Fund shall be made only for 
the following purposes: 

(i) Acquisition of properties which have been approved for purchase by 
resolution of the Board of County Commissioners in accordance with 
the provisions of Sections 24-50.7 through 24-50. II. 

(ii) All costs associated with each acquisition including, but not limited to, 
appraisals, surveys, title search work, real property taxes, documentary 
stamps and surtax fees, and other transaction costs. 

(iii) Costs of administering the EEL Program, which will be funded from 
the interest proceeds of the EEL Acquisition Trust Fund until such 
time as the fund is closed. 

(iv) Supplementation of the Environmentally Endangered Lands 
Management Trust Fund, but only by resolution of the Board of 
County Commissioners. · 

(e) Where any property acquired with EEL Acquisition Trust Fund monies is 
leased or sold by the County, the proceeds from said lease or sale shall, as 
determined by the Board of County Commissioners, be committed either to 
the EEL Acquisition Trust Fund or to the EEL Management Trust Fund for 
the purposes provided for herein. Such proceeds shall neither be committed to 
any other fund, nor be used for any other purpose. 

(2) Creation of the Environmentally Endangered Lands Management Trust Fund. 

(a) There is hereby created the Environmentally Endangered Lands Management 
Trust Fund (hereinafter referred to as the EEL Management Trust Fund) for 
the preservation, enhancement, restoration, conservation and maintenance of 
environmentally-endangered lands which either have been purchased with 
monies from the EEL Acquisition Trust Fund (established pursuant to Section 
24-50.5(1), or have otherwise been approved for management pursuant to 
Section 24-50.7(2). The Finance Director is hereby authorized to establish the 
EEL Management Trust Fund and to receive and disburse monies in 
accordance with the provisions of this section. 

(b) The EEL Management Tmst Fund shall receive monies from the following 

< ' 
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(i) A principal in the amount often million dollars($ 10,000,000.00) from 
those revenues collected by the County Tax Collector pursuant to the 
extraordinary millage of three-quarters of one mil of ad valorem tax 
levied in 1990 and 1991, as approved by referendum on May 8, 1990. 
The principal may be increased as a result of a specific grant, donation, 
allocation or appropriation therefor. 

(ii) All monies accepted by Metropolitan Miami-Dade County in the fonn 
of federal, State, . or other governmental grants, allocations, or 
appropriations, as well as foundation or private grants and donations, 
for management of lands acquired with the EEL Acquisition Trust 
Fund or otherwise approved for management pursuant to Section 24-
50. 7(2). Unless otherwise stated at the time of acceptance, all grant 
and donation monies received and the interest therefrom shall not be 
part of the principal and shall be available for disbursement in 
accordance with Section 24-50.5(2)(d). 

(iii) Such additional allocations as may be made by the Board of County 
Commissioners from time to time, including allocations from existing 
trust funds or mitigation funds, or special allocations from the EEL 
Acquisition Trust Fund as provided for in Section 24-50.5(l)(d)(i). 
Unless otherwise stated at the time of the allocation, all allocations 
received shall be available for disbursement in accordance with 
Section 24-50.5(2)(d). 

(iv) All interest generated from the sources identified in Sections 24-
50.5(2)(b)(i), (ii), and (iii) hereinabove, except where monies received 
have been otherwise designated or restricted. 

(c) The EEL Management Trust Fund shall be kept and maintained in trust by the 
Board of County Commissioners solely for the purposes set forth herein, in a 
separate and segregated fund of the County which will not commingle with 
other County funds until disbursed for an authorized purpose pursuant to this 
section. 

(d) Disbursements from the EEL Management Trust Fund shall be made by the 
County Manager only in accordance with this Section 24-50.5(2)(d). 

(i) No disbursements shall be made from the principal established under 
Section 24-50.5(2)(b)(i) except by ordinance amending this 
subsection. 

(ii) Disbursements shall be made only from those monies defined in 
Section 24-50.5(2)(b)(ii), (iii), and (iv) hereinabove. 

(iii) Disbursements shall be made only for the preservation, enhancement, 
restoration, conservation or maintenance of those environmentally
endangered lands which have been acquired with monies from the 
EEL Acquisition Trust Fund or which have been approved for 
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management pursuant to Section 24-50.7(2). Disbursements shall be 
made in accordance with (a) project management plan(s) which 
has/have been approved pursuant to Section 24-50.!2. 

Sec. 24-50.6. Land Acquisition Selection Committee. 

(I) Land Acquisition Selection Committee established; qualifications of members. 

(a) There is hereby established an Advisory Board in accordance with Sections 2-
!!.36 through 2-!!.40 of this Code to be known as the Metropolitan Miami
Dade County Land Acquisition Selection Committee (hereinafter referred to 
as the LAS C). 

(b) The LASC shall be composed of seven (7) members and one (!) alternate 
member. 

(2) Method of appointment; terms of membership. 

(a) The County Manager shall recommend to the Board sixteen (16) candidates 
for the seven (7) regular members' seats on the LASC and the one (I) alternate 
member's seat. Preference will be given to candidates who have a record of 
service in environmental or civic affairs in Miami-Dade County and who have 
been recommended by one or more bona fide environmental, civic, or 
professional organizations. 

(b) The Board of County Commissioners shall appoint, from the list of candidates 
recommended by the County Manager, four ( 4) members and the alternate to 
serve for two (2) years and three (3) members to serve for three (3) years. At 
the end of the two (2) years, the successors to the initial two-year 
appointments shall be appointed for three (3) years. 

(3) Quorum; conduct of Committee and rules of procedure; meetings. 

(a) A quorum of the Committee shall be five (5) persons. 

(b) At its first meeting, the Committee shall establish its rules of procedure and 
shall elect a Chairperson and a Vice-Chairperson. The Chairperson and Vice
Chairperson shall be elected annually thereafter. 

(c) The alternate member shall enjoy the same privileges and responsibilities as 
the regular members, except that the alternate member cannot vote unless a 
regular member is absent. 

(d) An extraordinary majority of five (5) votes shall be required for determining 
sites for acquisition as provided for in Sections 24-50.8 through 24-50.11 
hereinbelow. 

(e) The LASC shall hold at least four (4) regular meetings each year. 

(i) Notwithstanding the provisions of Sections 2-11.38 through 2-11.39 of 
the Code of Miami-Dade County, any member or alternate member of 
the LASC who is absent from three (3) meetings in any one (I) year 
shall forfeit membership and shall not be eligible to be reappointed to 
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the LASC. In the event a member shall resign or forfeit his 
membership on the LASC, a quorwn of the members in good standing 
may, by majority vote, elect the altemate to become a permanent 
voting member. 

(ii) Within thi11y (30) days from the date a vacancy occurs, the County 
Manager shall recommend to the Board of County Commissioners two 
(2) candidates who meet the qualifications set forth in Section 24-
50.6(2)(a) above to fill that vacancy. The Board shall select one of the 
two (2) candidates to serve the remainder of the term. 

(4) Responsibilities of the Land Acquisition Selection Committee. 

(a) The primary responsibility of the LASC is to recommend to the Board of 
County Commissioners a semi-annual acquisition list pursuant to Section 24-
50.9 hereinbelow. 

(b) In developing its recommendations, the LASC shall act in accordance wiU1 the 
procedures and requirements set forth in Sections 24-50.7 through 24-50.11 
and in furtherance of the purposes of the EEL Program as set forth in Section 
24-50.4. 

(c) The LASC may, from time to time, recommend to the Board (or to the County 
Manager, as appropriate) proposed expenditures from the EEL Trust Funds; 
additional selection or acquisition policies, procedures, standards, criteria, 
strategies, schedules, and programs; and other such matt~rs as may be 
necessary to fulfill the purposes of the EEL Program. 

(d) At its first meeting, or within fourteen (14) days thereafter, the LASC shall 
recommend action on those Miami-Dade County projects which are ranked on 
the State of Florida 1991 Conservation and Recreation Land Priority List or' 
which appear on the State of Florida Land Acquisition Trust Fund List with 
particular regard for the joint acquisition of these projects by the State of 
Florida and the EEL Program, as set forth in R-1262-90. So that the LASC 
may act expeditiously, this recommendation is exempted from the procedural 
requirements provided for in Sections 24-50.10 and 24-50.11, but shall be 
based upon the considerations set forth in Sections 24-50.7 and 24-50.8. 

(5) Limitation of powers of Committee. The LASC shall have no power or authority to 
commit Metropolitan Miami-Dade County to any policies, to incur any financial 
obligations or to create any liability on the part of the County. The actions and 
recommendations of the LASC are advisory only and shall not be binding upon the 
County unless approved or adopted by the Board of County Commissioners. 

(6) Tennination of the Committee. At such time as there are insufficient uncommitted 
funds in the EEL Acquisition Trust Fund to conclude another acquisition and all 
acquisition projects have been closed, the LASC shall report to the County 
Commission that its business is concluded. All remaining EEL Acquisition Trust 
Fund monies shall then be transferred to the EEL Management Trust Fund and shall 
be added to the principal thereof as provided for in Section24-50.5(2)(b)(i). 
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Sec. 24-50.7. Property eligible for acquisition and management. 

(I) Properties eligible to be considered for acquisition and management under the EEL 
Program shall be only environmental land, ancillary land, and buffer land. 

(2) Any environmental, ancillary, or buffer land not on the acquisition list which is 
offered for conveyance or donation to Miami-Dade County and is proposed for 
management by the EEL Program shall be evaluated as provided for in Section 24-
50.8 hereinbelow and may only be accepted and approved for management under the 
EEL Program by resolution of the Board of County Conunissioners. 

Any land on the Priority A Acquisition List which is owned by a public agency where said 
agency is willing and able to lease the property to Miami-Dade County for a term not less 
than thirty (30) years may be accepted and approved for management under the EEL 
Program by resolution of the Board of County Commissioners. Upon approval for 
management under the EEL Program, the said public entity must agree to, and execute, a 
covenant running with the land which provides for continued maintenance of the property as 
a natural preserve. 

Sec. 24-50.8. Considerations for evaluating lands for acquisition and management; 
EEL Program Manual. 

(I) Evaluation of each acquisition proposal shall be based upon the following 
considerations: 

(a) The primary considerations for evaluating environmental land shall be: 

(i) The biological value and viability of the resource; 

(ii) The vulnerability of the resource to degradation or destruction; and 

(iii) The requirements (including costs) for managing the resource to 
maintain its natural attributes, and the feasibility of meeting those 
management requirements. 

Ancillary land shall be evaluated in conjunction with the adjacent 
environmental land. 

(b) The primary considerations for evaluating buffer land shall be: 

(i) The biological value and viability of the environmental land; 

(ii) The vulnerability of the buffer land to development; and 

(iii) The existing and potential impact on the environmental land if the 
buffer land were not acquired. 

(2) The Board of County Commissioners hereby approves and makes a part hereof the 
Criteria for Evaluating EEL Acquisition Proposals attached hereto. The County 
Manager, pursuant to Section 4.02 of the Code of Miami-Dade County, shall propose 
to the Board of County Commissioners an Environmentally Endangered Lands 
Program Manual (hereinafter referred to as the EEL Program Manual) which shall be 
used as a guide for implementing the provisions of this chapter, and shall include the 
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criteria for evaluating EEL Acquisition Proposals which are adopted hereby. 

Sec. 24-50.9. Acquisition list. 

The EEL Acquisition List shall consist of the Primity A List and the Priority B List 
and shall be approved semi-annually by the Board of County Commissioners in accordance 
with the procedures set forth in Sections 24-50.10 and 24-50.11 hereinbelow. 

( J) Priority A List. 

(a) The Priority A List shall contain no more than ten (10) projects which 
shall be selected by the Board of County Commissioners from those 
acquisition proposals which receive the highest evaluations pursuant to 
the criteria provided for in Section 24-50.8 and for which acquisition is 
feasible. No rank order shall be assigned to Priority A projects. The 
County shall actively pursue the acqvisition of Priority A projects. 

(b) A project shall be removed from the Priority A List only after purchase 
by the County, upon approval of the next succeeding acquisition list as 
provided hereinbelow or by resolution of the Board of County 
Commissioners. Projects removed from the Priority A List for any 
reason except purchase by the County shall be placed on the Priority B 
List. 

(2) Priority B. List. The Priority B list shall contain all acquisition proposals 
which are deemed worthy of acquisition based upon the evaluation criteria 
provided in Section 24-50.8, and which may feasibly be acquired, but which 
have not been assigned to the Priority A List. The County may not actively 
pursue acquisition of a property on the Priority B List unless the share of the 
purchase price paid from the EEL Acquisition Trust Fund is no more than 
fifty (50) percent of the total purchase price of the property or unless the seller 
donates fifty (50) percent or more of the value of the property as estimated in 
an appraisal report prepared by an independent fee appraiser and accepted by 
the County. 

Sec. 24-50.10. Nomination of acquisition proposals. 

(1) Public applications nominating properties for acquisition may be submitted on an 
annual basis by any person or organization, including any federal, State, municipal, or 
regional government agency. Miami-Dade County applications nominating properties 
for acquisition may be submitted on a semi-annual basis by any agency of 
Metropolitan Miami-Dade County. 

(2) All nominations shall be made by filing an application provided by the County 
Manager. 

(3) The first submittal of applications from agencies of Miami-Dade County shall occur 
no later than December 1, 1991. In 1993, the application deadline shall be no later 
than June 30. Subsequent submittals shall occur semi-annually thereafter. 

(4) The first public application period shall be opened within ten (10) months from the 
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effective date of the ordinance from which this chapter derives. In !993, the 
application deadline shall be no later than December 31. Subsequent submittals shall 
occur annually thereafter. 

(5) A thirty-day period shall be provided each year for the submittal of public 
applications. Public notice of the application period shall be given at least two (2) 
weeks before the period opens and a second notice shall be given at least two (2) 
weeks before the application period closes. 

(6) · If the applicant has an ownership interest in any real property covered by an 
application for proposed acquisition, such interest shall be disclosed in the same 
manner as required of zoning applicants by Section 33-304(a) of the Code of Miami
Dade County. If the applicant is acting as agent or attorney for a principal, the 
principal's interest shall be disclosed in the same manner as required of zoning 
applicants in Section 33-304(a) of the Code of Metropolitan Miami-Dade County. 
Section 24-50.1 0(6) shall not apply to governmental applicants. 

(7) If the applicant does not have an ownership interest in the real property covered by an 
application or if the applicant is a govemmental agency, the name and address of the 
owner as listed in the Property Appraiser's records sha11 be provided with the 
application. 

Sec. 24-50.11. Procedure for selection of acquisition proposals for placement on the 
acquisition list. 

(I) Upon receipt of a completed property nomination application, the County Manager 
shall forward the application to designated staff for initial review. 

(a) Upon completion of initial review, acquisition proposals accepted by the 
County Manager shall be evaluated by staff based upon the criteria provided 
in Section 24-50.8. The staff evaluation shall be completed within sixty (60) 
days of receipt by the County Manager of the completed application. 

(b) If, upon initial review, staff finds that the biological value of a candidate 
environmental land is low, that management is not feasible, or that the 
proposed acquisition would not fulfill the purposes of the EEL Program set 
forth herein, the County Manager shall be notified immediately and may order 
that no further evaluation be undertaken. Notwithstanding the County 
Manager's order, the LASC may, by extraordinary majority of five (5) votes, 
require a complete evaluation of said property. 

(2) Upon completion of the staff evaluation process, the Environmentally Endangered 
Lands Project Review Committee, created pursuant to Section 24-50.13 hereinbelow, 
shall define the preliminary boundaries for each acquisition proposal and shall assist 
the County Manager in preparing his recommendation on each proposal for the 
LASC. Within sixty (60) days of the completion of this staff evaluation process, the 
County Manager shall transmit his recommendation to the LASC along with a map of 
each site, a description of the biological characteristics of the site, a description of the 
development potential of the site and adjacent land, an assessment of the management 
needs and costs, the assessed value, and other infonnation as may be deemed relevant 
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Within sixty (60) days of receiving the County Manager's transmittal, the LASC shall 
hold a duly-noticed public hearing to consider the recommendations regarding each 
site, the applicant's comments, and comments from the public. A cour1esy notice shall 
be provided to the owner(s) of properties which are the subject of the hearing. Failure 
to notify said owncr(s) shall not invalidate these proceedings. 

Within thirty (30) days of its public hearing, the LASC shall meet to adopt its 
recommended acquisition list for consideration by the Board of County 
Conunissioners as provided for in Section 24-50.9 hereinabove. In developing its 
recommendation, the LASC shall consider all infonnation received from County 
staff, the County Manager's recommendation, information that has been submitted in 
writing through the date of the public hearing, and testimony received at the public 
hearing. The LASC shall forward the recommended acquisition list to the County 
Manager for scheduling on the County Commission agenda for consideration and 
action by the Board. 

Deadlines established in Sections 24-50.11 (1) through ( 4) hereinabove shall be 
waived in processing applications filed in 1992. 

Sec. 24-50.12. Management plan and usc of environmentally endangered lands. 

(I) No later than thirty (30) days from the date of acquisition, an interim management 
plan for the property shall be submitted to the Environmentally Endangered Lands 
Project Review Committee for approval. Upon approval, interim management plans 
shall be implemented by the County Manager; provided, however, that such interim 
management plan(s) shall not be implemented for more than two (2) years after 
acquisition of the property. 

(2) A ten-year management plan shall be prepared for each property acquired by the EEL 
Program which shall: 

(a) Identify such management activities as are necessary to preserve, enhance, 
restore, conserve, maintain, or monitor the resource, as appropriate; and 

(b) Identify such uses as are consistent with the preservation, enhancement, 
restoration, conservation, and maintenance of the resource; and 

(c) Estimate the annual costs of managing the project. 

(3) Annually, the ten-year management plans prepared during the preceding year shall be 
submitted to the Board of County Commissioners for its approval. Each ten-year 
management plan shall be updated at least every five (5) years from the last date of 
Board approval, and may be amended as often as required. Management plan updates 
and amendments shall be submitted to the Board of County Conunissioners for 
approval. 

(4) All management plans shall be consistent with the purposes set forth in Section 24-
50.4 herein. All properties acquired or managed by the EEL Program shall be 
managed in accordance with the approved management plan for that property. 
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(5) No usc, infrastmcturc, or improvement shall be pcrrnillcd on any prnpcny acquired or 
managed under the I::TL Program that is inconsistent with the purposes of the 
program or that is not provided by an approved management plan for the property. 

Set. 24-50.13. Responsibilities of the manager. 

The County Manager shall facilitate such activities, designate stJch staff, and assign 
such responsibilities as arc necessary to fulfill the purposes of this chapter. The manager 
shall, at a minimum, do the following: 

(I) Designate staff to evaluate acqttisition proposals in accordance with the 
approved criteria and prepare and implement project management plans. 

(2) Make recommendations to the LASC on acquisition proposals. 

(3) Designate an Environmentally Endangered Lands Project Review Commi!tce 
to assist with the coordination of interdepartmental and intcr<tgency activities, 
to assist in the preparation of recommendations on acquisition proposals, and 
to approve interim management plans. The Project Review Committee shall 
be chaired by the County Manager or his designee and shall include at least 
one(!) representative each from the Department of Environmental Resources 
Management. the Park and Recreation Department, and the Department of 
Planning nnd Zoning. 

(4) Designate a negotialion resource commiltcc to develop negotiation strategies 
for approved nCqlliSition projects, to monitor ncgoti<ltil>zlS, and to assist in 
coordinating all activities relating to negotiations, purchase agreements and 
closings, as needed. The Negotiation Resource Committee shall include at 
le&'t one (I) representative from the Department of Environmental Resources 
Management, the Department of DcvclopmtntiFacilitics Management, the 
Park and Recreation Department, and tl1e Property Appraiser's Office. The 
County Attomey shall also designate (a) reprcsentativc{s) 10 serve on the 
Negotiation Rc~ourcc Committee. 
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BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE INTERNAL IMPROVEMENT TRUST FUND 

OF THE STATE OF FLORIDA 

MULTIPLE AGENCY LEASE AGREEMENT 

Lease Agreement No. 3941 

THIS LEASE AGREEMENT is made and entered into this 5jb 

19~, by and between the BOARD OF 

TRUSTEES OF THE INTERNAL IMPROVEMENT TRUST FUND OF TilE STATE OF 

FLORIDA, hereinafter referred to as 11 TRUSTEESu 1 and the DADE 

COUNTY PARK AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT, hereinafter referred to as 

"LEAD AGENCY", and the STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

AND CONSUMER SERVICES, hereinafter referred to as 11 COOPERA.TING 

AGENCY 11
, hereinafter collectively referred to as '~MANAGING 

AGENCIES", for the lands described in paragraph 2 below 1 together 

with the improvements thereon, and subject to the following terms 

and conditions: 

DELEGATIONS OF AUTHORITY: The TRUSTEES' 

respo,nsibilities and obligations herein shall be exercised by the 

Division of State Lands, Department of Natural Resources. 

2. DESCRIPTION OF PREMISES: The property subject to this 

lease agreement is located in the County of Dade, State of 

Florida, and is more particularly described in Exhibit A attached 

hereto and hereinafter referred to as '1 leased premises". 

3. TERM: The term of this lease agreement shall be for a 

period of fifty {SO) years 

ending on Q"7l''"'* <!, .Q013 

commencing on 

unless sooner 

OwV''<it' 5, JCt93 and 

terminated pursuant 

to the provisions of this lease agreement. 

4. 'PURPOSE: The -MANAGING AGENCIES shall manage these 

lands in conformance with the State Environmentally Endangered 

Lands Plan and the State Lands Management Plan for the 

conservation and protection of natural and historical resources 

and for resource based public outdoor recreation which is 

Figure No. 11 -Multiple Agency Lease Agreement 
Page 1 of 12 
Lease Agreement No. 3941 



=~·· 

'• 

compatible with the conservation and protection of these public 

lands as set forth in subsection 253.023 (11), Florida Statutes, 

along with other related uses necessary for the accomplishment of 

this purpose as designated in the Management Plan required by 

paragraph 10 of this lease agreement. 

5. BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES: The MANAGING AGENCIES shall 

implement applicable Best Management Practices for all activities 

conducted under this lease agreement in complianc~ with paragraph 

18-2.004(1} (d), Florida Administrative Code, which have been 

selected, developedr or approved by the TRUSTEES or the MANAGING 

AGENCIES for the protection and enhancement of the leased 

premises. 

6. EASEMENTS: All easements including, but not limited 

to, utility easements are expressly prohibited without the prior 

written ·approval of the TRUSTEES. Any easement not approved in 

writing by the 'l'RUSTEES shall be considered void and without 

legal effect. 

7. OTHER AGREEMENTS: This lease agreement shall not be 

construed as authorization for the MANAGING AGENCIES to lease, 

sublease, convey or encumber the leased premises or any portion 

thereof without the prior written approval of the TRUSTEES. 

a. LEAD AGENCY RESPONSIBILITIES: The LEAD AGENCY shall 

coordinate and oversee all activities on the leased premises; 

initiate appropriate management programs to meet the intent of 

the goals and objectives stated herein; coordiriate preparation 

and periodic revision of t.he Management Plan; coordinate and 

monitor all management activities undertaken by others; and, 

compile and submit such reports as may be required of the 

MANAGING AGENCIES. The LEAD AGENCY shall provide permanent 

staff, as funding is acquired, for management on a day-to-day 

basis. 

9. COOPERATING AGENCY· RESPONSIBILITIES: The COOPERATING 

AGENCY shall, in coordination with the LEAD AGENCY, provide 

management recommendations and protection for all wildlife, 

including threatened and endangered species. In addition, the 

COOPERATING AGENCY will assist in the management of the pineland 
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preserves by conducting periodic controlled burns of the 

properties to encourage pineland growth and eliminate the threat 

of understory hardwoods and exotic species. 

10. MANAGEMENT PLAN: The LEAD AGENCY with assistance from 

the COOPERATING AGENCY shall prepare and submit a Management Plan 

for the leased premises, in accordance with Section 253.034, 

Florida Statutes, and Chapters 18-2 and 18-4, Florida 

Administrative Code, within 12 months of the effective date of 

this lease. The Management Plan shall be submitted to LESSOR·for 

approval through the Division of State Lands. The leased 

premises shall not be developed or physically altered in any way 

other than what is necessary for security and maintenance of the 

leased premises without the prior written approval of LESSOR 

until the Management Plan is approved. The Management Plan shall 

emphasize the original management concept as approved by LESSOR 

at the time of acquisition which established the primary purpose 

for· which the leased premises were acquired. The approved 

Management Plan shall provide the basic guidance for all 

management activities and shall be reviewed jointly by the LEAD 

AGENCY, COOPERATING AGENCY, Land Management Advisory Committee, 

and LESSOR at least every five (5} years. The LEAD AGENCY and 

COOP~TING AGENCY shall not use or alter the leased premises 

except as provided for in the approved Management Plan without 

the prior written approval of LESSOR. The Management Plan 

prepared under this lease shall identify management strategies 

for exotic species, if present. The introduction of exotic 

species is prohibited, except when specifically authorized by the 

approved Management Plan. 

11. QUIET ENJOYMENT AND RIGHT OF USE: The MANAGING . 

AGENCIES shall have the right of ingress and egress, to, from and 

upon the leased premises for all purposes necessary to their full 

quiet enjoyment of .the. r.ights conveyed herein. The MANAGING 

AGENCIES shall have the authority and right to enter and occupy 

the property for all purposes necessary to meet their designated 

responsibilities, including protection of the leased premises. 

The MANAGING AGENCIES shall have the authority and shall, through 
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their agents and employees, take all reasonable measures to 

provide security against property damage, property degradation, 

and unauthorized uses or any use thereof not in conformance with 

this lease agreement. 

12. RIGHT OF INSPECTION: The TRUSTEES or their duly 

authorized agents, shall have the right at any and all times to 

inspect the leased premises and the works and operations thereon 

of the MANAGING AGENCIES in any matter pertaining to this lease 

agreement. 

13. BREACH OF COVENANTS TERMS OR CONDITIONS: Should the 

MANAGING AGENCIES fail to keep or perform any of their . 

responsibilities as ·designated by the approved Management Plan or . 

otherwise as provided for herein, the TRUSTEES shall notify the 

specific agency of such non-performance. If correction or 

justification is not made within (60) sixty days of receipt of 

written notice, the TRUSTEES may either terminate this lease 

agreement and recover from the MANAGING AGENCIES all damages the 

TRUSTEES may incur by reason of the breach including, but not 

limited to, the cost of recovering the leased premises, or 

maintain this lease agreement in full force and effect and 

exercise all rights and remedies herein conferred upon the 

TRUST/"ES. 

14. ASSIGNMENT: This lease agreement shall not be assigned 

in whole or in part without the prior written consent Qf the 

TRUSTEES. Any assignment made without the prior written consent 

of the TRUSTEES shall be void and without legal effect. 

15. LIABILITY: The MANAGING AGENCIES shall assist in the 

investigation of injury or damage claims either for or against 

the State of Florida or the TRUSTEES pertaining to their 

respective areas of responsibilities, or arising out of their 

respective management programs and activities, and shall contact 

the Division of State Lands regarding whatever legal action they 

deem appropriate to remedy such damage or claims. 

16. UTILITY FEES : The MANAGING AGENCXES shall be 

responsible for the payment of all charges for the furnishing of 

gas, electricity 1 water and other public.utilities to the leased 
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premises and for having all utilities turned off when the leased 

premises are surrendered. 

17. PAYMENT OF TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS: The MANAGING 

AGENCIES shall assume full responsibility for and shall pay all 

liabilities that accrue to the leased premises or to the 

improvements thereon, including any and all drainage and special 

assessments or taxes of every kind and all mechanic's or 

materialman's liens which may be hereafter lawfully assessed and 

levied against the leased premises. 

18. CONDITIONS AND COVENANTS: All of the provisions of 

this lease agreement shall be deemed covenants running with the 

land included in the leased premises, and shall be construed to 

be: 11 conditions 11 as well as ucovenants 11 as though the words 

specifically expressing or imparting covenants and conditions 

were used in each separate provision. 

19. TRIPLICATE OR!GlNALS: This lease agreement is executed 

in triplicate originals each of which shall be considered an 

original for all purpos.es. 

20. PROHIBITIONS AGAINST LIENS OR O'rHER ENCUMBRANCES: Fee 

title to the leased premises is held by the TRUSTEES. The 

MANAGING AGENCIES shall not do or permit anything to be done 

which purports to create a lien or encumbrance of any nature 

against the real property contained in the leased premises 

including, but not limited to, :mortgages or construction liens 

against the real property contained in the leased premises or 

against any interest of the TRUSTEES therein. 

21. PLACEMENT AND REJ.fOVAL OF IMPROVEMENTS: All buildings, 

structures, improvements, and signs shall be constructed at the 

expense of the MANAGING AGENCIES. Removable equipment and 

removable improvements placed on the leased premise~ by the 

MANAGING AGENCIES which do not become a permanent part of the 

leased premises- will rem.!l_in the property of -the MANAGING AGENCIES 

and :may be removed by such upon termination of this le.ase 

agreement. 
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22. MAINTENANCE OF IMPROVEMENTS: The MANAGING AGENCIES 

shall maintain the real property contained within the leased 

premises and any improvements located thereon, in a state of good 

condition, working order and repair including, but not limited 

to, maintaining the planned improvements as set forth in the 

approved Management Plan, meeting all building and safety codes 

in the location situated and keeping the leased premises free of 

trash or litter and maintaining any and all existing roads, 

canals, ditches, culverts, risers and the like in as good 

condition as the same may be on the effective date of this lease 

agreement; provided, however,· that any removal, closure, etc., of 

the above improvements shall be acceptable when the proposed 

activity is consistent with the goals of conservation, 

protection, and enhancement of the natural and historical 

resources withi~ the leased premises and with the approved 

Management Plan. 

23. NO WAIVER OF BREACH: The failure of the TRUSTEES to 

insist in any one or more instances upon strict performance of 

any one or more of the covenants, terms and conditions of this 

lease agreement shall not be construed as a waiver of such 

covenants, terms and conditions, but the same shall continue in 

full _force and effect, and no waiver of the TRUS'l'EES of any one 

of the provisions hereof shall in any event be deemed to have 

been made unless the waiver is set forth in writing, signed by 

the TRUSTEES. 

24. DAMAGE TO THE PREMISES: The MANAGING AGENCIES agree 

that they will not do, or suffer to be done, in, on or upon the 

leased premises or as affecting said leased premises, any act 

which. may result in damage or depreciation of value to the leased 

premises, or any part thereof. The MANAGING AGENCIES shall not 

dispose of any contaminants including, but not limited to, 

hazardous ·Or toxic substances, chemicals or other ~gents used or 

produced in the MANAGING AGENCIES 1 operations, on the leased 

premises or on any adjacent state land or in any manner not 

permitted by law. 
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25. INSURANCE REQUIREMENTS: The MANAGING AGENCIES shall 

procure and maintain adequate fire and extended risk insurance 

coverage for any improvements or structures located on the leased 

premises in amounts not less than the full insurable replacement 

value of such improvements by preparing and delivering to the 

Division of Risk Management, Department of Insurance, a completed 

Florida Fire Insurance Trust Fund Coverage Request Form 

immediately upon erection of any structures as allowed by 

paragraph 4 of this lease agreement. A copy of said form and 

immediate notification in writing of any erection or removal of 

stiuctures or other improvements on the leased premises and any 

changes affecting the value of the improvements shall be 

submitted to the following: Bureau of Land Management Services, 

Division of State Lands, Department of Natural Resources, 3900 

Commonwealth Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32399. 

26. PUBLIC LANDS ARTHROPOD CONTROL PLAN: The MANAGING 

AGENCIES shall identify and subsequently designate to the 

respective ar.thropod control district or districts all of the 

environmentally sensitive and biologically highly productive 

lands contained under this lease agreement, in accordance with 

Section 388.4111, Florida Statutes and Chapter lOD-54, Florida 

Administrative Code, for the purpose of obtaining a public lands 

arthropod control plan for such lands within one year of the 

effective date of this lease agreement. 

27. ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HISTORIC SITES: Execution of this 

lease agreement in no way affects any of the parties' obligations 

pursuant to Chapter 267, Florida Statutes. The collection of 

artifacts or the disturbance of archaeological and historic sites 

on state-owned lands is prohibited unless prior authorization has 

been obtained from the Department of state, Division of 

Historical Resources. The Manaqement Plan prepared pursuant to 

Section 253.034, Florida Statutes, shall he. reviewed by the 

Division of Historical Resources to insure that adequate m~asUres 

have been planned to locate, identify, protect and preserve the 

archaeological and historic sites and properties on the tract. 

Figure No. 11 -Multiple Agency Lease Agreement 
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28. SURRENDER OF PREMISES: Upon termination or expiration 

of this lease agreement, the MANAGING AGENCIES shall surrender 

the leased premises to the TRUSTEES. In the event no further use 

of the leased premises or any part thereof is needed, the 

MANAGING AGENCIES shall give written notification to the Bureau 

of Land Management services, Division of State Lands, Department 

of Natural Resources, 3900 Collllllonwealth Boulevard, Tallahassee, 

Florida 32399 at least six (6) months prior to the release of all 

or any part of the leased premises. Notification shall include a 

legal description_, this lease agreement number, and an 

explanation of the. release. ·The release shall only be valid if 

approved by the TRUSTEES through execution of a release of lease 

agreement instrument with the same formality as this lease 

agreement. Upon release of any leased premises or upon 

termination or expiration of this lease agreement, all 

improvements, including both physical structures and 

modifications to the leased premises, shall become the property 

of the TRUSTEES, unless the TRUSTEES give written notice to the 

MANAGING AGENCIES to remove any or all such improvements at the 

expense of the MANAGING AGENCIES. The decision to retain any 

improve~ents u~_on termination of this lease agreement shall be at 

the T,RUSTEES 1 sole discretion. Prior to surrender of all or any 

part of the leased premises, a repr~sentative of the Division of 

State Lands shall perform an on-site inspection and the keys to 

any building on the leased premises shall be turned over to the 

Division. If the leased premises do not meet all conditions as 

set forth in paragraphs 17 and 23 herein, the MANAGING AGENCIES 

shall pay all costs necessary to meet the prescribed conditions~ 

29. COMPLIANCE WITH LAWS: The MANAGING AGENCIES agree that 

this lease agreement is contingent upon and is subject to the 

MANAGING AGENCIES obtaining ~11 applicable permits and complying 

with all applicable permits, regulations, ordinances, rules, and 

laws of the state of Florida or the United states or of any 

political subdivision or agency of either. 

Figure No. 11 - Multiple Agency Lease Agreement 
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30. ENTIRE UNDERSTANDING: This lease agreement sets forth 

the entire understanding between the parties and shall only be 

amended with the prior written approval of the TRUSTEES. 

31. RIGHT OF AUDIT! The MANAGING AGENCIES shall make 

available to the TRUSTEES all financial and other records 

relating to this lease agreement and the TRUSTEES shall have the 

right to audit such records at any reasonable time. This right 

shall be continuous until this lease agreement expires or is 

terminated. This lease agreement may be terminated by the 

TRUSTEES should the MANAGING AGENCIES fail to al_lo~ public access 

to all documents, papers, letters or other materials made or 

received in conjunction with this lease agreement, pursuant to . 

Chapter 119, Florida Statutes. 

32. NON-DISCRIMINATION: The· MANAGING AGENCIES shall not 

discriminate against any individual because of that individual's 

race, color, religion, sex, national origin, age, handicaps, or 

marital status with respect to any activity occurring within the 

leased premises or upon lands adjacent to and used as an adjunct 

of the leased premises. 

33. GOVERNING LAW: This lease agreement shall be governed 

by and interpr~ted a~cording to the laws of the State of Florida~ 

34. SECTION CAPTIONS: Articles t subsections and other 

captions contained in this lease agreement are for reference 

purposes only ~nd are in no way intended to describe, interpret, 

define or limit the scope, extent or intent of this lease 

agreement or any provisions thereof. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have caused this lease 
agreement to be executed on the day and year first above writteq., 

ATE OF FLORIDA 
COUNTY OF LEON 

(OFFICIAL SEAL) 

STATE.OF FLORIDA 
COUNTY OF DADE 

witness 

11 TRUSTJ?ES" 

Approveq as to Form and Legality 

By: W~ C. ;(~eta- i. 
DNR Attorney t7 

DADE COUNTY , FLORIDA 
BY ITS BOARD OF 
COUNT COMMISSIONERS 

P.L.S. 

this dlK-11 

N"OTARY PUBLIC. ;::;;tf6"!1-R ~t<Jit-z_ 
My corrunission Expires· • • :..':::.Y rtffiuc s:;:;;c OF Ftor;~c. 

"MY CO..O,:<IISSim: Er.P. At~.3l.lS!!: 
I!:!JWJ£0 ltr.W E:r;£AA!.. H:S. UKD. 

STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT "OF 
AGRICULTURE AND CONSUMER "SERVlCE~f." "-·· "- '" 
BOB Jttt::Rt{ C9j1MISSIONER " 

By: /~ (SEAL) . 
DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF 
ADMINISTRATION 

"COOPERATING AGENCY 11 
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WARRANTY DEED 

THIS WhRRANTY DEED is made this :z2fldday of t~ay, 
1991, by and between TRINITY EPISCOPAL PRIVATE SCHOOL, INC., 
a Florida private ·school corporation·organized under Chapter 
623·, Florida Statutes, formerly known as Trinity Episcopal 
School~ Inc. ( 11 Grantor") ,·whose mailing address is 7410 
Sunset Drive, Miami, Florida, and BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE 
INTERNAL IMPROVEMENT TRUST FUND OF THE STATE OF FLORIDA 
("Grantee"), whose mailing address is c/o Department of 
Natural Resourcesr Division of State Lands, 3900 
Commonwealth_ Blvd., Mail Station 115, Tallahassee, Florida 
32399. 

W I T N E S S E T H: 

THAT Grantor, for and in consideration of the sum 
of .·Ten and No/100 0. S. Dollars { $10.00) and other good and 
valuable considerations to it in hand paid by Grantee, the 

. receipt whereof is hereby acknowledged,_ has granted, 
bargained and sold to Grantee,· its successors· and assigns 
forev~r '· the real property and appurtenan"ces thereto (the 

.- .. Land".)'; situater·lying .and being in the county _of: Dade, 
State. of Florida and described. as. follo~s ;· · · 

The west 1/2 of the NW 1/4 of the SE 1/4 
of the NW 1/4 of section 35, Township 54 
South, Range 40 East, and the East 1/2 
of the NW 1/4 of the SE 1/4 of the 
NW 1/4 of Section 35, Township 54. South, 
Range 40 East, all lying and being in 
Dade County, Florida. 

TOGETHER with the tenements, hereditaments and 
appurte~~c~s _ tl)~reto .·. 

SUBJECT TO: 

(1) Restrictive Covenant contained in 
Modification and Release of Restrictive Covenant filed for 
record January 10, 1991 in Official Records Book 14854, at 
Page 747, of the PUblic Records of Dade county, Florida-

PREPARt:O BY, RECORDitiG 
REQUESTED BY, Atro WHEii 
RECORDED MAll TO: 
H. William Walker, Jr., Esq. 
White & Case 
<1750 Southeast Financial Center 
200 S. Biscayne Boulevard 
H\ami, Florida 33131-2352 

·0-.--c-----·- """ . 

~--.. -cr.to~ Stamps Colic::ted :.£'; 7Z!J. ()7) ;...>..,._.,.,,. ' 'I , t 

$1£]J:J.J!o5uP..TAA Doc. St.:;:z'ps C~ileclecs · 
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'--·· 

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the same in fee simple 

.. AND Grantor hereby fully warrants the title to the 
·Land, 8.nd will defend the s·ame against the lawful claims of 
·all·-- pet: sons whomsoever.·. ·------- ,.._ 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Gran_tor has caused this 
warranty Deed to be executed on the day and year first above 

My Commissi?n Expires: 

JIC'i~?.~' ~tiE!,l(: £Tt.iE Gi'" !'"!.!:i~ID.\ 

h"! CCt:H-:!iS.I!J: "[AF .. IV'?..:r:,:E2 
fOliO£~ m;;~ "WiOU.l !ltS. f;,:!l • 

..... 
~ -. ..; .. _ 

__,_._,.., _____ _ 

TRINITY .. EPISCOPAL· PRIVATE~;;,".;: .. :.,': .. 
· SCHOOLZ,ciNC.i'!:i !'::0 F).o r ~d <;-~~;~;;;;~::~;:.,"""; 
private. school- corporation .- .. -:---___ ,_ 
or•Jaruzed: under·· 23 ;o":~~·.~·. ·· 

s~~~:~l.Ct1~r;~n:~c~;·~·~; a Florida private 
u 623. Florida 

scopal School, Inc., 
that she executed the fore·going 

oration. 

"1::l~~i~%i:~·;: ' ~c / 
I 

l -~-~~-~tr~L"" ... 
{ 

NO. :J~<J 

" A ., . . .. .EXtJIBLT-:-"'-:-c-c- .. 

F~t~~~··1'<l.9M61tiple Agency Lease Agreement 
·;;_._/: :.-_,-:·_::.:. .· .. . 
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JEB BUS!! 
GOVERNOR 

Florida Department of Transportation 

January 27,2006 

District Planning and Environmental Management Office 
l 000 NW Ill"' A venue, Room 6109 
Miami, FL 33172 

Ms. Emilie M. Young, Program Director 
Miami-Dade County Department ofEnvironmcntall:Zesourccs Management 
Environmentally Endangered Lands Program 
33 SW 2"d Avenue, P.H. 2 
Miami, FL 33130-1540 

Dear Ms. Young: 

Re: Statement of Significance-- Owaissa Bauer Addition No. l Property 
Krome Avenue South Project Development & Environment Study 
Financial Management Number: 249614-4-21-1 
County: Miami-Dade 

DENVER J. STUTLEI~ JR. 
SECRETARY 

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) is conducting a Project Development 
& Environment (PD&E) Study of the SR 997/SW 177'" Avenue/Krome Avenue corTidor. 
The 10.07-mile project begins at SW 296'" Street/Avocado Drive and ends at SW 136'" 
Street/Howard Drive. This project is known as the Krome Avenue South Study. Another 
PD&E Study known as the Krome Avenue North Study, includes the project area which 
extends from SW 136'" Street to SR 25/US 27/0keechobee Road. 

The Krome Avenue South project proposes to develop and analyze alternatives, including 
the no-build, 2-lane, 3-lane, and 4-lane widening altematives. All alternatives will 
consider preserving the rural character of the corTidor while providing safety and 
operational improvements. Right-of-way impacts are anticipated for some portions of the 
project corridor should wider typical sections be implemented. 

As part of the PD&E process, the FDOT will be seeking a Section 4(!) Dctem1ination of 
Applicability (DOA) from the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A). Section 4(!) of 
the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 pertains to the protection of public 
resource lands such as parks, recreation areas, or wildlife and waterfowl refuges of 
national, state, or local significance. lt is the understanding of the FDOT that within the 
Krome Avenue South project corridor, there is one potential Section 4(!) property, the 
Owaissa Bauer Addition No. 1 property, which falls under your Department's 
jurisdiction. This property is located on the southeast corner of Krome Avenue and SW 
264 Street/Bauer Drive. This property would potentially be directly impacted by any 

Figure No. 12 - FDOT Request for Statement of Significance Letter 
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Emil icY oung 
January 27, 2006 
Page 2 

widening alternatives considered by the FOOT. Based on a meeting between the FOOT 
and your agency on July 20, 2005, a description of the project and the potential impacts 
to this property were discussed. 

In order for the FDOT to prepare the DOA package for FHW A consideration, the 
Department must first obtain a statement of significance and documentation of the 
intended usc of the property from the appropriate official(s) with authority over the 
management and administration of the land. Official(s) having jurisdiction arc the 
official(s) of the agency owning or administering the land. A written Statement of 
Significance from the official(s) having jurisdiction is required for the FHWA to 
determine if Section 4(1) protection applies to the property. 

In order to be considered a Section 4(1) resource, a proper1y must function as or be 
designated a significant public park, wildlife refuge, or recreational area. Significance 
means that in comparing the availability and function of the park, wildlife refuge, or 
recreational area with the park, recreational, and/or wildlife refuge objectives of the 
community or authority, the land in question plays an important role in achieving those 
objectives. 

In summary, the Department would like to request a Statement of Significance by your 
office, regarding the significance and intended usc of the Owaissa Bauer Addition No. 1 
property, as required under Federal law as a potential Section 4(1) resource (explained 
above). This Statement should include up-to-date management plans or other official 
fom1s of documentation, if available, regarding the land, as well as the following 
information: 

1. Approximate date the property was designated as a public property 
2. Size and location of the proper1y 
3. Ownership and type of property 
4. Function of or available activities on the property 
5. Description and location of all existing and planned facilities 
6. Access (pedestrian, vehicular, etc.) and usage (approximate number of users) 
7. Relationship to other similarly used lands in the vicinity 
8. Applicable clauses affecting ownership, such as leases, easements, covenants, 

restrictions, or conditions including foreclosure 
9. Unusual characteristics of the property (flooding problems, terrain conditions, or 

other features) that either reduce or enhance the value of all or part of the property 
10. Statement of Significance. 

Please review the above information and attached project location map and provide us 
with the requested information. In addition, please identify any other functions, values, or 
other information that is pertinent to the development of the DO A. 

Figure No. 12- FDOT Request foi' Statement of Significance Letter 



Emilie Young 
January 27,2006 
Page 3 

If you should need further information or have any questions, please feel free to contact 
me or Susanne Travis at (305) 470-5220. Thank you for your coordination efforts on this 
project. 

Sincerely, 

?;~~ ('>. 
jo- ~~,M3 

Alice N. Bravo, P.E. 
District Planning and Environmental Management Engineer 

Enclosure 

cc: Susanne Travis, FDOT 
Marjorie Bixby, FDOT 
Monica Diez, P.E., FDOT 

Figure No, 12 - FDOT Request fo} Statement of Significance Letter 
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de minimis Finding Concurrence



From: .Kendall@dot.gov [ :Cathy.Kendall@dot.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2013 6:01 PM 
To: Culhane, Barbara J 
Cc: Croft, Vilma; Varela-Margolles, Aileen; Toolan, Kathleen; .Cunill@dot.gov; Jackson, Roy 
Subject: RE: Krome South Section 4f De Minimus - Request for Concurrence 
  
Barbara, 
  
Thank you for the additional information regarding the Section 4(f) impacts from the various alternatives 
being evaluated for the Krome Avenue South EIS.  
  
In reviewing the revised information, the SHPO concurrence letter, the previous information provided 
that includes the 2/7/13 responses to the FHWA De Minimis Questionnaire, our 7/14/13 teleconference 
to discuss the Section 4(f) impacts, and my field review on 7/24/13 that you organized, the Division has 
sufficient information at this time to determine that some of the alternatives will have only a de minimis 
Section 4(f) impact on some of the resources.  Specifically, FHWA agrees with your recommendation and 
has determined that the following build alternatives, as proposed, will have a De Minimis impact under 
Section 4(f) for the following historic resources: 
• Clarence J. Parman Residence (8DA9675) for Alternative 3  
• Redland Golf Course (8DA10051) for Alternative 1 to 5  
• Seaboard Air Line (CSX) Railroad (8DA10753) for Alternative 1 to 5 
  
Please note this date as the FHWA de minimis finding for the EIS.  If you have any questions or 
clarifications regarding this finding, please let me know. 
  
Cathy Kendall, AICP 
Environmental Specialist 
FHWA - FL, PR and VI 
545 John Knox Road, Suite 200 
Tallahassee, FL  32303 
(850) 553-2225 
.kendall@dot.gov 
  
  

https://mail.urs.com/owa/redir.aspx?C=RP0dMw3qTUOTjEEDn3eLA92XxUWlftAInIWcVNLoUz3e-GCj1KIfZ1JeYMg-TdcnqRsRZ2D1W-0.&URL=mailto%3aCathy.Kendall%40dot.gov
https://mail.urs.com/owa/redir.aspx?C=RP0dMw3qTUOTjEEDn3eLA92XxUWlftAInIWcVNLoUz3e-GCj1KIfZ1JeYMg-TdcnqRsRZ2D1W-0.&URL=mailto%3aCathy.Kendall%40dot.gov
https://mail.urs.com/owa/redir.aspx?C=RP0dMw3qTUOTjEEDn3eLA92XxUWlftAInIWcVNLoUz3e-GCj1KIfZ1JeYMg-TdcnqRsRZ2D1W-0.&URL=mailto%3aBenito.Cunill%40dot.gov
https://mail.urs.com/owa/redir.aspx?C=RP0dMw3qTUOTjEEDn3eLA92XxUWlftAInIWcVNLoUz3e-GCj1KIfZ1JeYMg-TdcnqRsRZ2D1W-0.&URL=mailto%3acathy.kendall%40dot.gov


From: Culhane, Barbara J [ :Barbara.Culhane@dot.state.fl.us]  
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2013 7:14 PM 
To: Kendall, Cathy (FHWA) 
Cc: Croft, Vilma; Varela-Margolles, Aileen; Toolan, Kathleen 
Subject: Krome South Section 4f De Minimus - Request for Concurrence 
Importance: High 
  
Cathy,  
  
Attached please find the information that is being provided in support of a De Minimis finding under Section 4(f) 
for the Krome South Project. Based on the request from FHWA, a detailed table and supporting text were 
developed to clearly document findings related to the four Section 4(f) historic resources and the five 
alternatives.  
  
All resources and build alternative combinations received a Section 106 Determination of No Adverse Effects, 
with the exception of the Howard Schaff Residence in Alternative 3.  As part of the interagency coordination, 
FHWA made SHPO aware of its intent to make a De Minimis Section 4(f) finding for all properties and build 
alternatives that SHPO concurred with as having “No Effect” or “No Adverse Effect” under Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act.  
  
The information provided notes that there is no Section 4(f) use for the following resource/alternative 
combinations:  
• Clarence J. Parman Residence (8DA9675) for Alternatives 1, 2, 4 and 5  
• Howard Schaff Residence (8DA9674) for Alternatives 1, 2, 4 and 5 
  
Based on the SHPO Determination as well as coordination with FHWA, the following build alternatives should 
qualify for a De Minimis finding for the following historic resources, based on limited right-of-way acquisition: 
• Clarence J. Parman Residence (8DA9675) for Alternative 3  
• Redland Golf Course (8DA10051) for Alternative 1 to 5  
• Seaboard Air Line (CSX) Railroad (8DA10753) for Alternative 1 to 5 
  
For the Howard Schaff Residence, Alternative 3 would require removal of the large mango trees in front of the 
residence. The FHWA has determined that removal of these trees constitutes an adverse effect under Section 
106, and the SHPO has concurred with this finding (Determination of Effects letter dated August 24, 
2012).  Removal of these trees would require an individual Section 4(f) evaluation. 
  
Following your review of the attached information, FDOT respectfully requests your concurrence with the 
findings within the attached documents. If you have questions regarding the subject project, please contact me 
at 305.470.5231 or via e-mail. 
  
Thank you, 
  
-Barbara 
  
Barbara B. Culhane, M.S., A.I.C.P. 
District Cultural Resources Coordinator/ 
Environmental Supervisor 
Florida Department of Transportation, District Six 
Adam Leigh Cann Building 
Intermodal Systems Planning Office 
1000 N.W. 111 Avenue 
Miami,  Florida  33172 
Office: 305.470.5231 

https://mail.urs.com/owa/redir.aspx?C=RP0dMw3qTUOTjEEDn3eLA92XxUWlftAInIWcVNLoUz3e-GCj1KIfZ1JeYMg-TdcnqRsRZ2D1W-0.&URL=mailto%3aBarbara.Culhane%40dot.state.fl.us
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Water Quality Impact Evaluation



Project Name: 

County: 

FIN (Financial Number): 

Federal Aid Project No. 

Short Project Description: 

WQIE CHECK LIST 

State Road (SR) 997/Krome Avenue/SW 177'h Avenue Project 

Development & Environment (PD&El Study from SW 296'h Street 

to SW 136'h Street. 

Miami-Dade 

249614-4-22-0 I 

N/A 

The FDOT is evaluating roadway and safety improvement 
alternatives along a I 0-mile segment of SR 997 /SW 177'h A venue 
(Krome Avenue) from SW 296'h Street (Avocado Drive) to SW 
136'h Street (Howard Drive). The project corridor is located in 
South Miami-Dade County, Florida. Krome Avenue is part of the 
Florida Intrastate Highway System (FIHS) and the Strategic 
Intermodal System (SIS). Project objectives include the following: 
Implement the necessary safety improvements; improve roadway 
conditions; increase capacity to mitigate existing traffic congestion 
and to accommodate future traffic demand; improve drainage by 
providing the necessary storm water treatment; improve access 
management; improve bicycle/pedestrian access and continuity; 
incorporate landscaping and aesthetic treatments; and maintain an 
adequate level of service for traffic during construction. 

PART 1: DETERMINATION OF WQIE SCOPE 

Does project increase impermeable surface area? IZJ Yes 0 No 

Does project alter the drainage system? IZJ Yes 0 No 

If the answer to both questions is no, complete the WQIE by checking Box A in Part 4. 

Do environmental regulatory requirements apply? IZJ Yes 

If no, proceed to Part 4 and check Box B. 

0 No 



PART 2: PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

20-year design ADT: 58,000 vehicles/day (Year 2030) 

Expected speed limit: 45 miles/hour (posted) 

Drainage area: 211.01 acres; 43.03% Impervious; 56.97% Pervious 

Land Use: 90% Agricultural; 3% Residential; 5% Commercial; I% Institutional; I% Conservation. 

Potential Large Sources of Pollution (identify): Exxon Krome located at 19900 SW 177 A venue, 

Farm Store #156 located 24791 SW 177 Avenue, Barreto Yaz Group located at 24800 SW 177 

A venue, Krome Station located at 27200 SW 177 A venue (see CSER for details). 

Groundwater Receptor (Name of Aquifer or N/A): Surficial Aquifer System 

Designated Well Head Protection Area: DYes BJ No Name: N/A 

Sole Source Aquifer: BJ Yes D No Name: Biscayne Aquifer 

Groundwater Recharge Mechanism: Local Precipitation Only 

(Notify District Drainage Engineer if Karst Conditions Expected) 

Surface Water Receptor (Name orN/A): C-102 and C-103 

Classification: D I D II BJ III D IV D V 

Special Designation (check all that apply): 

DONRW D OFW 

D Special Water D SWIM Area 

D Aquatic Preserve 

D Local Comp Plan 

D Wild & Scenic River 

D MS4Area 

D Other (specify): _________________________ _ 

Conceptual Storm Water Conveyances & System (check all that apply): 

BJ Swales D Curb and Gutter D Scuppers BJ Pipe BJ French Drains 

D Retention/Detention Ponds D Other: 

2 



PART3: ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS 

Regulatory Agency Reference Citation for Most Stringent Criteria 
(check all that apply) Regulatory Criteria (check all that apply) 

USEPA 0 N/A 0 

FDEP ~ Section 402 of the Clean Water ~ 

Act (NPDES Program) 

SFWMD ~ Chapter 40E-40, F.A.C. and ~ 

ERP Basis ofReview 

USACE ~ Section 404 of the Clean Water ~ 

Act 
Proceed to Part 4 and Check Box C. 

PART4: 

A. 

B. 

C. 

0 

0 

WQIE DOCUMENTATION 

Water quality is not an issue 

No regulatory requirements apply to water quality issues. 

(Document by checking the "none" box for water quality in Section 6.C.3 of the 

Environmental Determination Form or Section 5.C.3 ofthe SEIR.) 

Regulatory requirements apply to water quality issues. Water quality issues will be 

mitigated through compliance with the quantity design requirements placed by the 

South Florida Water Management District, an authorized regulatory agency. 

Evaluator Name (print): 

Julio Boucle P.E. 

Office: 

3 
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UNITED STAlES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 4 

ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER 
61 FORSYTH STREET 

ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-8960 

Ms. Alic.e N. Bravo, P.R 
District Environmental Management Engineer 
Florida Department of Transportation, Room 6103 
1000 Northwest 11th. A venue 
Miami, FL 33172-5800 

June 30, 2004 

Subj: Sole Source Aquifer Review Determination for SR 997/Krome Ave./ SW 177. \.ve · 
(South) from SW 29(Yh SW 136"' Street 

Dear Ms. Bravo: 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Region 4 has received yoUJ request to 
review the above-referenced proposed project and have reviewed it pursuant to SectiOJ, 1424(e) 
ofthe Safe Drinking Water Act. Regulatory groups within the EPA Region 4 Office r• :sponsible 
for administering other programs may, at their own discretion and under separate cove ~. provide 
additional comments. 

The above referenced project has been determined to lie within the actual or s1 reamflow 
-----=---..nd-recbarge-sOW'ee-mfte-h&HBdafles-et:thc-Bi-sGa:yne-Sole-SGm:ce-Aquifet-(SSA...)-syste.m.......Ihi:>------

systeni has been designated by EPA as a Sole Source since it is the sole or principal » ~ter 

·. 

source for the area which, if contaminated, would create a significant hazard to public health. 
For this reason, EP ~ Region 4 has reviewed your projects for impacts to the sole sow ce aquifer 
system. 

. After reView of the information provided for this project, it is my understandin ~that all 
necessary precautions; permits, best management practices (BMPs), zoning and city o: <finances 
pertaining to construction activities will be followed to prevent adverse impacts to the aquifer. 
Please contact our office when a determination has been made as to whether the proje' :ts are 
located near any above or below ground chemical storage tanks, sanitary landfills, or ' IBSte 
dumps. Also indicate if any previous groundwater contamination has occurred from t 1e above 
listed property. For those projects which are located in wetlands or coastal and flood : :ones, you 
will need to contact EPA's Wetlands Section at the above address to ensure that all Bl APs are 
followed for their program. We also request that the FL Department of Environmen1 al Quality 
be contacted to determine if a Wellhead or Source Water Protection Plan exists for th1 listed 
construction/rehabilitation areas. If a plan does exist, please request a copy to ensure hat the 
projects are in line with the groundwater protection activities within the protection an a. 

lotamet Addrass (UR~ • hllp:llwww.epa.gov 
Recyc:led/Recyclable • Prlnled wlh Vegetable Oi Based Inks on Flecydecl Peper (Minimum 30% POSlconsumel) 
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After reviewing the information provided in the documents submitted to our of ice, it is 
my conclusion that if all mentioned precautions are adhered to that the project should r ot have a 
significant negative impact to the aquifer. Please contact our office if any project chan ~es are 
made. · 

I have enclosed an informational sheet detailing data that should be submitted as part of 
the request package. 

Thank you for your concern with the environmental impacts of the project on he 
aquifer. If you have any questions or concerns in regards to this or other matters, pleas~ do not 
hesitate to contact me by telephone at 404/562-9472 or by email at hill.lois@epa.gov. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, .. 

d oJ-D ~ ~ (tUtU 
Lois E. Hill, Environmental Engineer 
Region 4 Sole Source Aquifer Coordinator 
Ground Water/Drinking Water Branch 



Jul-01-04 05:43pm Fro111-EPA Groun~·"~ter/Or i nki n1 Water Reii on 4 
i -

+404 5629439 T-657 P.l 07/010 F-003 

MINIMAL ELE:MENTS OF A SOLE SOURCE AQUIFER REVIEW REQl JEST 

SPONSORING AGENCY: The federal agency providing the funding for the project 

CONTACT: Person to call regarding the project. 

NAME OF PROJECT: Title of the project. 

ADD~SS: Address of the contact person or location of the project. 

COUNTY: County where the project will take place. 

TOTAL FUNDING AMOUNT: 
FEDERAL SHARE: The Federal Share amount. 
OTHER: Other sta.te/Federal agencies share. 

PROJECT NEED/PlJlUl()SEISCOPE: The need, potential benefits and adverse effe :ts of the 
proposed project should be stated clearly. Project impacts and impact mitigation are e· •aluated in 
the context of project need. 

WATER QUALITY BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (BMPs): Should be us ~d to 
reduce erosion during construction. Typical BMPs include the use of stacked hay bale 1, silt 
fences, mulching and reseeding, and appropriate buffer zone along water bodies. The • Locument 
should include an erosion control plan or reference the State erosion control regulation ; and a 
commitment to compiiance. Compliance should include both BMP application and m Lintenance 

-------'Thf'hfte'!"""ldrttoc"'r.Humft'lf'!e·nt should diseuss any proposed crossings of water bodies. In g8Deral, eros ;ings 
should-be mi~zed Unavoidable crossings should be strategically placed to reduce ltarm. to the 
aquifer. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS: The SSA document should estimate cumulate impacts a ;sociated 
with the proposed project Cumulative impacts include the additive effects of a given 1 1arameter 
for all contributing projects in the area, as well as the cumulative impact of all paramet m for all 
projects in the area. The document should define what cumulative impacts would resu t from 
implementation of the proposed project. Existing· or future projects .(federal and non-f« deral 

. projects) with attendant J?Oilutants should also be considered. 

Case exist where the proposed project is the primacy or a significant contributor to the 
cumulative impacts of an area; however, there could also be cases where the proposed >roject has 
minimal impacts but the cumulative impacts would nevertheless be great due to the e:lU sting 
impacts in the area. As such, even EAs with minimiil impacts should at least address c Jmulative 
impacts for the project area. 
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Department of 

Environmental Protection 

Jeb Bush 
Governor 

Ms. Alice N. Bravo, P.E. 

Marjory Stoneman Douglas Building 
3900 Commonwealth Boulevard 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3000 

May4, 2004 

District Environmental Management Engineer 
Florida Department of Transportation 
1000 N.W. 111 th Avenue, Room 6103 
Miami, Florida 33172 

Colleen M. Castille 
Secretary 

RE: Department of Transportation, Advance Notification, SR 977/Krome Avenue/SW 17ih 
Avenue South, From SW 296th Street/Avocado Drive to SW 136th Street, Miami-Dade 
County, Florida 

SAl#: FL200403085571C 

Dear Ms. Bravo: 

The Florida s.tate Clearinghouse, pursuant to Executive Order 123 72, Gubernatorial 
Executive Order 95-359, the Coastal Zone Management Act, 16 U.S.C. §§ 1451-1464, as 
amended, and the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. §§ 4321, 4331-4335, 4341-
4347, as amended, has coordinated the review of the above-referenced advance notification. 

The Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) recommends that the entire corridor 
be evaluated for potential impacts to wetlands, and specific project components of the 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP). This portion of the Krome Avenue 
project, when coupled with the northern portion of the project, has the potential to impact both 
wetlands and areas that are in agricultural production. DEP also recommends precautions for 
managing potentially contaminated areas within the project area. Please see the enclosed 
memorandum from DEP for additional concerns and recommendations. 

The South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) indicates that the proposed 
project "build" alternatives will require an environmental resource permit. The SFWMD will 
require documentation of efforts that were taken to avoid or minimize wetland impacts and 
mitigation will be required for unavoidable impacts. The SFWMD also discusses potential 
impacts to CERP projects that are underway within the District and recommends additional 
coordination between the responsible agencies. Please see the enclosed comments from the 
SFWMD for additional concerns and recommendations. 

The South Florida Regional Planning Council (SFRPC) indicates that the project should 
be consistent with the goals, policies and land development regulations of the local governments 

'"More Protectiun, Less Process" 

Prmted on recycled paper. 

·"-
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having jurisdiction within the project area. It is recommended that the applicant coordinate with 
all local governments that will be affected by the project. The SFRPC has summarized the goals 
and policies from its Strategic Regional Policy Plan that apply to this project. Please see the 
attached comments from the SFRPC and specific recommendations for complying with 
regulatory requirements. 

Based on the information contained in the advance notification and the enclosed state 
agency comments, the state has determined that, at this stage, the allocation of federal funds for 
the above-referenced project is consistent with the Florida Coastal Manag~ment Program 
(FCMP). However, the applicant is required to address the concerns identified by the reviewing 
agencies. The state's continued concurrence with the project will be based, in part, on the 
adequate resolution of issues identified during this and subsequent r~yi~WS: The state's final 
concurrence of the project's consistency with the FCMP will be determined' during the 
environmental permitting stage. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the proposed proj'ect. If you have any questions 
regarding this letter, please contact Mr. Bob Hall at 850/245-2163. 

Sincerely, 

Sally B. Mann, Director 
Office of Intergovernmental Programs 

SBM/rwh 

Enclosures 

cc: Mr. John Outland~ DEP, MS 45 
Mr. Tim Gray, DEP, West Palm Beach 
Mr. Jim Golden, SFWMD 
Ms. Christina Miskis, SFRPC 
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m~''" Florida 
~- Department of Environmental Protedion 

'More Protection. Le.ss Process" 

DEP Home I OIP Home I Contact DEP I Search I DEP Site Map 

!Project Information 

!Project: I[FL200403085571 c 
Comments 

!April 04, 2004 Due: 

!Letter Due: IIMay 04, 2004 

Description: DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION- ADVANCE NOTIFICATION- SR 
977/KROME AVENUE/SW 177 AVENUE SOUTH, FROM SW 296TH 
STREET/AVOCADO DRIVE TO SW 136TH STREET- FINANCIAL 
MANAGEMENT NO.: 249614-4-21-01- MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA. 

!Keywords: IIDOT- SR 977/KROME AVENUEISW 177 AVENUE (SOUTH)- MIAMI-DADE CO., 

[CFDA #: 1[20.205 

[Agency Comments: 
I sOUTH FL RPC -SOUTH FLORIDA REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL 

Council staff notes that the project must be consistent with the goals and policies of the Miami-Dade County comprehensive 
development master plan and its corresponding land development regulations, and recommends that impacts to natural 
systems be minimized to the greatest extent feasible. The proposed road improvement program is generally consistent with 
the goals and policies of the Strategic Regional Policy Plan for South Florida. 

!MIAMI-DADE-

!ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY UNIT· OFFICE OF POLICY AND BUDGET, ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY UNIT 

/No Comment 

!cOMMUNITY AFFAIRS ·FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 

jReleased Without Comment 

I FISH and WILDLIFE COMMISSION- FLORIDA FISH AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION COMMISSION 

/No Comment 

!STATE- FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

/No Comment 

!ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION- FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

DEP recommends that the entire Krome Avenue corridor be evaluated to detenmine total impacts to wetlands and 
agricultural areas as well as CERP project components. Memo provided. 

jSOUTH FLORIDA WMD ·SOUTH FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

I Letter faxed/mailed on 4/9/04 

For more information please contact the Clearinghouse Office at: 

3900 COMMONWEALTH BOULEVARD MS-4 7 
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-3000 
TELEPHONE: (850) 245-2161 
FAX: (850) 245-2190 

Visit the Clearinghouse Home Page to query other projects. 

I 
I 
I 

I 

I 
I 

http://tlhora6.dep.state.fl.us/clearinghouse/agency/project.asp?chips_project_id=25152 5/5/2004 



Florida Department of 

Memorandum Environmental Protection 

TO: Florida State Clearinghouse 

FROM: Robert W. Hall, Environmental Specialist~-----
Office of Intergovernmental Programs · 

DATE: May 5, 2004 

PROJECT: Department of Transportation, Advance Notification, SR 977/Krome 
Avenue/SW 177 Avenue South, From SW 296th Street/Avocado Drive to SW 
136th Street, Miami-Dade County, Florida 

SAl #: FL200403085571 C 

The Department has reviewed the above-referenced project and offers the following comments. 

General 

The advanced notification addresses the Krome A venue South segment of larger Krome A venue 
widening project. According to the notification this segment crosses rural agricultural and low 
density residential land uses. Future environmental documentation for this project should assess 
the direct and indirect impacts to agricultural lands as it can be expected that such roadway 
widening will induce the conversion of agricultural lands to higher intensity uses. Drainage and 
stormwater treatment will also be an issue in this segment as it crosses flood prone areas. 

The north segment ofthe project, from SR 94 to U.S. 27, traverses remnant Everglades marsh 
associated with Northeast Shark River Slough and Water Conservation Area 3B. Wetlands to the 
east are also being acquired as part of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan/East 
Coast Buffer/Water Preserve Area. 

The northern segment should be evaluated for a design that improves hydrological connections to 
adjacent wetlands and to avoid wetland filling. Options to evaluate should include elevation or 
larger culverts and wildlife underpasses to enhance sheet flow and wildlife movement. In 
addition, treatment ofstormwater runoffwill be a concern given the adjacent wetlands and 
proximity to WCA 3B and Everglades National Park. 

The Department recommends that future environmental assessments evaluate the total project 
impact at logical termini rather than by segmented analysis. 

Waste Cleanup Concerns: 

1. Section 3 J of the report states that a Contamination Screening Evaluation similar to Phase I 
and Phase IT Audits would to be performed along the project rights-of-way in considering the 



Memorandum 
SAl # FL200403085571 C 
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proximity to potential petroleum and hazardous material handling facilities. The document states 
that there are at least 40 known (and possibly more) sources of groundwater and soil 
contamination within the corridor right-of-way. If the screening evaluations utilize reasonably 
current file data, or establish new data points to identify potential soil and groundwater 
contamination areas, the data will be acceptable for use in the Screening Evaluations. Copies of 
the screening evaluations should be supplied to the Department's Southeast District office, Waste 
Cleanup Section. 

2. The Contamination Screening Evaluations should outline specific procedures that would be 
followed by the applicant in the event that drums, wastes, tanks or potentially contaminated soils 
are encountered during construction. Special attention should be made in the screening 
evaluation to agricultural lands where pesticide mixing, loading and application areas may have 
an affect on the proposed project, including storm water retention and treatment areas. 

3. In the event contamination is detected during construction, the Department needs to be 
notified. FDOT may need to address the problem through additional assessment and remediation 
activities. The applicant should note that Section 3.J. outlines the FDOT requirements for 
"Special Provisions for Unidentified Areas of Contamination" in the project's construction 
contract documents. Specific actions would be required by the contractor in the event that any 
hazardous material or suspected contamination issues arise. 

4. Groundwater monitoring wells and water production wells are likely to be present at or near 
project corridors. Pursuant to Chapter 62-532, Florida Administrative Code, arrangements need 
to be made to properly abandon or replace any wells that may be destroyed or damaged during 
construction. 

5. Depending on the findings of the Contamination Screening Evaluations and the proximity to 
known contaminated sites, projects involving "dewatering" should be discouraged, since there is 
a potential to spread contamination to previously uncontaminated areas and affect contamination 
receptors, site workers and the public. Dewatering projects would require permits from the 
South Florida Water Management District, Water Use Section and coordination with the Miami
Dade Department of Environmental Resources Management. 

6. Any land clearing or construction debris must be characterized for proper disposal. 
Potentially hazardous materials must be properly managed in accordance with Chapter 62-730, 
F.A.C. In addition, any solid wastes or other non-hazardous debris must be managed in 
accordance with Chapter 62-701, F.A.C. 

7. Staging areas, with controlled access, should be planned in order to safely store raw material 
paints, adhesives, fuels, solvents, lubricating oils, etc. that will be used during construction. All 
containers need to be properly labeled. The project managers should consider developing written 
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construction Contingency Plans in the event of a natural disaster, spill, fire or environmental 
release of hazardous materials stored or handled for the project construction. 



SOUTH FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

3301 Gun Club Road, West Palm Beach, Florida 33406 • (561) 686-8800 • FL WATS 1-800-432-2045 • TOO (561) 697-2574 
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 24680, West Palm Beach, FL 33416-4680 • www.sfwmd.gov 

GOV 04-40 

April9, 2004 

Ms. Alice N. Bravo, P.E. 
District Environmental Management Engineer 
Florida Department of Transportation 
1000 N.W. 111 1

h Aven~.-Room 6103 
Miami, FL 33172 

Subject: Krome Avenue From S.W. 296th Street to S.W. 136th Street 
Advance Notification [FM#: 249614-4-21-01] [SAl#: FL200403085571 C] 

Dear Ms. Bravo: 

In response to your request, South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) staff has 
reviewed the Advance Notification for the above subject project which is located in Florida 
Department of Transportation (FOOT) District 6. According to the Fact Sheet, the purpose 
of the proposed project is to develop and analyze various alternatives, including a no build 
alternative, a Transportation System Management (TSM) alternative, and several build 
alternatives consisting of two, three and four-lane typical sections. All alternatives will look 
at preserving the rural character of the· corridor while providing safety and operational 
enhancements. 

The following comments should be considered in the design, construction, and permitting 
of this project: 

General Comments 

(1) The proposed roadway improvements will require an Environmental Resource 
Permit (ERP) for any "build" alternative, pursuant to Rules 40E-1, 40E-4, 40E-40, 
40E-41, and 40E-400, F.A.C. 

(2) The proposed roadway improvements must meet the SFWMD's water quality and 
water quantity criteria as specified in the Basis of Review for Environmental 
Resource Permit Applications. 

(3) To the extent possible, any wetland impacts due to location, design, and 
construction techniques should be minimized. Please note that information 
documenting that any proposed wetland impacts are unavoidable will be required at 
the time of permit application, as well as information on the alternatives considered 
to reduce the proposed impacts. Mitigation will be required for anY, ,urJ~v.oid~le 
wetland impacts. I~ t: G t:. IV U 

GtWI:.RNING BOARD 

t\licol.\s ]. Gutierrez, Jr., Esq., Clt11ir 

Pamelil Brooks-Thomas, Vicc-Otifir 

frefa M. Bague 

Michael Collins 
Hugh M. English 
Lcnnart E. Lim!,1hf, P.E. 

Kevin McCarty 
Harkley R. Thornton 
Tmdi K. Willi.1ms, P.E. 

APR 1 4 2004 

Henry Dean, Executit·~ Dir~ctor 
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(4) A Water Use Permit may be required for any dewatering activities associated with 
the proposed roadway improvements, pursuant to Rule 40E~2, F.A.C. Please 
contact the SFWMD's Water Use Division at (561) 682~6926, prior to the initiation 
of any dewatering activities and subsequent to the completion of the Contamination 
Screening Evaluation Report, to schedule a pre~application conference to discuss ---the details of the proposed dewatering activities. -

Please note that, if the proposed roadway improvements include dewatering 
activities within contamination areas or if the dewatering activities have the potential 
to result in the induced movement of the contamination plume, a pre~application 
meeting involving SFWMD Water Use staff and the appropriate staff from the 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection should be scheduled to discuss 
management of dewatering effluent, including the design of appropriate 
containment'treatment methods. 

Project~Specific Comments 

(5) Any proposed work within the SFWMD's C-1 02 or C-1 03 Canal rights-of-way will 
require a Right Of Way Occupancy Permit. If the proposed roadway project 
involves any 'modifications to the existing bridge structures, a modification to 
Right Of Way Occupancy Permits No. 9120 (C-102) and 3179 (C~103) will be 
required. Please note that any proposed bridge work must meet the SFWMD's 
bridge crossing criteria, as contained in the Criteria Manual for Use of Works of the 
District, Permit Information Manual Volume V. 

(6) F~r the last several years, SFWMD and FOOT District 6 staff have met periodically 
to review the status of CERP (Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan) and 
other SFWMD projects in Miami~Dade County relative to current and potential 
FOOT District 6 projects in the vicinity of the CERP/SFWMD projects and to identify 
specific areas where future coordination is needed. During our discussions, we 
have identified specific areas where CERP/SFWMD project design assumptions 
should be factored into the FOOT planning and design evaluation processes, 
discussed opportunities for future shared and/or complimentary uses, and identified 
those areas where we feel it most important to preserve as much flexibility as 
possible due to future project plan formulation and design processes. 

This segment of Krome Avenue is located south of the S-338 structure (which is 
located at the intersection of the SFWMD's C-1W Canal and Krome Avenue) and 
approximately five miles east of the C~111 and L-31W Projects that are under 
construction and/or planned as part of the Modified Water Deliveries projects. 
However, the southernmost portion of this segment of Krome Avenue falls within 

.. 
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the northern portion of the general project boundaries of the C-111 Spreader Canal 
project. 

In previous discussions with FOOT staff, the SFWMD staff noted that the final 
location of the C::..111 Spreader Canal and Stormwater Treatment Area may require 
consideration of potential upstream flood control impacts on Homestead/Florida 
City during the design process for any proposed road improvements in this area. At 
this time, it is not known if this is a factor that will need to be considered in the 
design process, but it is an issue that will require future coordination during our 
respective planning and design processes. 

Should any of the above require additional clarification, please give me a call at (561) 682-
6862. 

Sincerely, 

f-1- »)._ 
James J. Golden, AICP 
Senior Planner 
Environmental Resource Regulation 

/jjg 

c: Lauren Milligan, DEP 



South 
Florida 
Regional 
Planning 
Council 

April 6, 2004 

Ms. Lauren Milligan 
Clearinghouse Coordinator 
Florida State Clearinghouse 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
3900 Commonwealth Boulevard, Mail Station 47 
Tailahas:;ee, FL 32399-3\100 

RECEIVED 

APR 0 9 2004 

0\P/OLGA 

RE: SFRPC #04-0323, SAl #FL 200403085571C, Request for comments on t.l)e Advance Notificatiou 
for SR977 /Krome AvenuesjSW 177 Avenue South, from SW 296th Str~et/ Avocado Drive to 
SW 136th Street, Florida Department of Transportation, Miami-Dade. 

Dear Ms. Milligan: 

We have reviewed the above-referenced Advanced Notification and have the folk•wing comments: 

• The projecf must be consistent with the goals and policies of the Miami-Dade County 
comprehensive development master plan and its corresponding land de~relopmP.nt regulations. 
It is important for the permit granto! to coordinate its permit with the local government 
granting permits for devt>lopment at tlte ~uhject site. 

• Staff recommends that l) impacts to the natural systems be minimized to the greatest extent 
feasible and 2) the permit grantor determine the extent of sensitive wildlife, marine life, and 
vegetative communities in the vicinity of the project and require protection and or mitigation of 
disturbed habitat. This will assist in reducing the cumulative impacts to native plants and 
animals, wetlands and deep-water habitat and fisheries that the goals and policies of the 
Strategic Regional Policy Pla1l for South Flon'da (SRPP) seek to protect. 

• The project is located over the Biscayne Aquifer, natural resource of regional significance 
designated in the SRPP. The goals and policies of the SRPP, in particular those indicated below, 
should be observed when making decisions regarding this project: 

Strategic Regional Goal 

3.2 Develop a more efficient and sustainable allocation of the water resources of the region. 

Regional Policies 

3.2.5 Ensure that the recharge potential of the property is not reduced as a result of a proposed 
modification in the existing uses by incorporation of open space, pervious areas, and 
impervious areas in ratios which are based upon analysis of on-site recharge needs. 

3440 Hollywood Boulevard, Suite 140, Hollywood, Florida 33021 
Broward (954) 985-4416, State (800') 985-4416 

SunCom 473-4416, FAX (954) 985-4417, Sun Com FAX 473-4417 
email: sfadmin@sfrpc.com, website: www.sfrpc.com 
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3.2.6 When reviewing proposed projects and through the implementation of the SRPP, 
discourage water management and proposed development projects that alter the natural 
wet and dry cycles of Natural Resources of Regional Significance or suitable adjacent buffer 
areas or cause functional disruption of wetlands or aquifer recharge areas. 

3.2.9 Require all inappropriate inputs into Natural Resources of Regional Significance to be 
eliminated through such means as; redirection of offending outfalls, suitable treatment 
improvements or retrofitting options. 

3.2.10 The discharge of freshwater to Natural Resources of Regional Significance and suitable 
adjacent natural buffer areas shall be designed to imitate the natural discharges in quality 
and quantity as well as in spatial and temporal distribution. 

3.2.11 Existing stvm1water outfalls i:hat do not meet or improve upon existing water quality or 
quantity criteria or standard, or cause negative impacts to Natural Resources of Regional 
Significance or suitable adjacent natural buffer areas shall be modified to meet or exceed the 
existing water quality or quantity criteria or standard. The modification shall be the 
responsibility of the outfall operator, permittee or applicant. 

Strategic Regional Goal 

3.4 Improve the protection of upland habitat areas and maxmuze the interrelatior).ships 
between the wetland and upland components of the natural system. 

Regional Policies 

3.4.8 Remove invasive exotics from all Natural Resources of Regional Significance and associated 
buffer areas. Require the continued regular and periodic maintenance of areas that have 
had invasive exotics removed. 

3.4.9 Required maintenance shall insure that re-establishment of the invasive exotic does not 
occur. 

In addition; 

• Council start finu~ thai the proposed road improvement program is generally consistent with 
the goals and policies of the Strategic Regional Polietj Plan for South Florida (SRPP) in that it 
addresses the importance of improving transportation infrastructure to support the region's 
economic development. In doing so, the proposed project will further our goals for a more 
livable, sustainable, and competitive region. 

• Council staff generally agrees that the proposed project is particularly compatible with the 
Strategic Regional Plan for South Florida's (SRPP) goals and policies listed below: 



Ms. Lauren Milligan 
April 6, 2004 
Page3 

Strategic Regional Goal 

4.1 Achieve a competitive and diversified regional economy, including lower unemployment rate 
and higher per capita income than the state and national average for Dade, Broward and 
Monroe Counties through the achievement of cutting edge human resources, economic 
development infrastructure and other resources to ensure a sustainable regional community. 

Regional Policies 

4.1.10 Coordinate and develop a totally integrated, multi-modal regional transportation system 
whereby heavy and light rail transit, people movers, Tri-Rail Commuter Service trolleys, 
express and local bus service and other transit related travel play a more active role in the 
movement of people. When modernizing or creating new transportation system utilize 
land use/ transp~:rtation stratt!gies to reduce congestion ;md allow for sustainable growth in 
the Region. 

4.1.13 Ensure that the conditions of transportation affecting trade opportunities in the region with 
respect to land, air, ground and shipping are addressed. 

4.1.28 Encourage the investment in the land and infrastructure needed for sustainable economic 
growth. Investments should include land for highway and mass transit corridors, stations 
and public-private joint venture development opportunities. 

Strategic Regional Goal 

5.1 To achieve mutually supportive transportation planning and land use planning that 
promotes both mobility and accessibility in order to foster economic development, preserve 
natural systems, improve air quality, increase access to affordable housing and promote 
safety. 

Regional Policies 

5.1.2 Use multimodal transportation corridors and public transit service to link major regional 
activity centers. 

5.1.9 ··· Consider rt:!gionally significcu1t roadways and implement m.itigation strat~git:s during t.'le 
Development of Regional Impact (DRI) review to meet the requirements of Transportation 
Uniform Standard Rule 9}-2.045, F.A.C. 

5.1.12 Support the provision of a dedicated source of funding for public transit. 

5.1.13 Expand use of mass transit, commuter rail, and alternative transportation modes, and 
increase their role as major components in the overall regional transportation system. 

5.1.24 Improve regional air quality and reduce negative impacts to other natural resources by 
connecting development with multimodal transportation systems. 
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5.1.27 Establish a coordinated system for the transportation disadvantaged, including the elderly, 
in all counties of the region and assure coordination of service delivery between the 
transportation disadvantaged and public transit system. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please do not hesitate to call should you have any 
questions or comments. 

Sincerely, 

LD--Q- G.--() 
Carlos Andres Gonzal\z 
Senior Planner 

CAG/kal 

Cc: Alice N. Bravo, P.E., Environmental Manager, FOOT-District 4 
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From: Guerra, Cynthia (DERM) [mailto:guerrcy@miamidade.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, August 02, 2007 10:03 AM 
To: susanne.travis 
Cc: Julio_Boucle; Young, Emilie (DERM); Rodriguez, Cristina (MDPR); Dozier, Jane G. (MDPR) 
Subject: Owaissa Bauer Addition #1 / Krome Ave widening 
  
Susanne: 
  
Per our most recent phone calls, please accept this e-mail as EEL’s response to recent requests for 
information. 
  
With regards to the 4(f) determination, I am having a difficult time reconciling the information that EEL 
submitted in writing (Statement of Significance, dated 1/27/06) with the final opinion that the EEL 
preserve did not satisfy the requirements for protection under Section 4(f).  The determination document, 
dated May 2006, makes reference to some communication with EEL staff in March of 2006 that serves as 
the basis for the opinion that Section 4(f) does not apply to the preserve.  It would appear that the written 
record that I have reviewed would support the application of Section 4(f) to the preserve.  I have no 
documentation of the March 2006 communication, and therefore can not reconcile the decision with the 
written record.  In order to better understand the decision, I would like to review any documentation of that 
apparently critical March 2006 communication.    
  
With regards to the minutes of our last on-site meeting, please note the following: 
  

 J. Boucle indicated that he is continuing to work with FDOT to see if the denial for the exception 
for reduction in design speed can be revisited. 

  
 FDOT and EEL should continue to discuss further reduction of the ROW with the goal of avoiding 

all impacts to the preserve, and appropriate mitigation for unavoidable impacts. 
  

 Even under the current 151’ ROW proposal, there are projected impacts to the preserve that 
should be quantified – types of vegetation affected, canopy removed, etc. 

  
 If direct and indirect impacts can’t be avoided, a plan should be developed for relocation and/or 

protection of existing listed plant species. 
  
 If impacts can’t be avoided, tree snails in areas of impacted canopy should be relocated. 
  

Finally, I am trying to determine ownership of the ROW as it stands today.  EEL acquired the 
property 1/11/96 and a survey was done at that time.  A survey dated 7/24/02 was the final one accepted 
by FDEP. The acquisition excluded the West 35 feet (Krome Ave) because it was already dedicated 
roadway.  The zoned ROW calls for another 27.5 feet on the eastside of the road; this was acquired by 
EEL and then transferred to FDEP under the CARL Program.  I think I recall from our on-site meeting that 
ownership of the ROW was not clear.  Has FDOT made a determination of ownership of the ROW?  Has 
FDOT acquired the ROW from FDEP?  Did FDOT pay for the ROW if it was acquired from FDEP? If 
FDOT acquired the ROW, was that acquisition done consistent with the requirements of the CARL 
Program? 
  
Please understand that our objective here is to uphold the intent of our Miami-Dade County Code 
requirements, the commitment we made to the County Electorate when they authorized the EEL program 
to ensure the protection and preservation of EEL sites, and the commitment we made to the State of 
Florida when we partnered with the CARL Program. 
  
Your assistance with these questions is greatly appreciated, 
Cynthia  
  



Cynthia Guerra, ERPS 
Environmentally Endangered Lands Program 
Miami-Dade DERM 
701 N.W. 1 Ct. 
Miami, FL 33136 
Phone: (305) 372-6471 
Fax: (305) 372-6673 
guerrcy@miamidade.gov 
"Delivering Excellence Every Day" 
  
  

  



Susanne Travis/D6/FDOT 
08/09/2007 11:18 AM 
To "Guerra, Cynthia(DERM)" <guerrcy@miamidade.gov> 
cc  
Subject RE: Owaissa Bauer Addition #1/Krome Ave widening 
(Document link: Susanne L Travis)  
 
Cynthia, could you please go ahead and add in any additional additional 
comments you have with your initials or name (if appropriate) as we did for 
some of Julio's comments so it will be reflected the way you'd like.(e.g., C. 
Guerra stated, or the group discussed.....)  I do recall touching on the 
possibliity of relocation, but I believe  we also discussed that most of the 
area is limerock and  it wasn't clear whether it would be possible to 
relocate.  
 
thank you. 
 
Susanne Travis  
Environmental Scientist  
FDOT Environmental Management Office 
1000 NW 111th Avenue, Room 6109 
Miami, FL  33172 
(305)  470-5568 
_________________________________                                             
 
"Guerra, Cynthia (DERM)" <guerrcy@miamidade.gov>                     
08/09/2007 08:44 AM 
To <susanne.travis@dot.state.fl.us> 
cc 
Subject RE: Owaissa Bauer Addition #1/Krome Ave widening 
 
Susanne: I think the minutes capture most of what we discussed on site, 
although they don't specifically address everything I sent last week.  I do 
recall and have in my notes that we definitely discussed relocation of listed 
plant and animal species.  Can you please add to the minutes those notes? I 
await your feedback on the other issues.  
 
Thanks! 
Cynthia 
 
Cynthia Guerra, ERPS  
Environmentally Endangered Lands Program 
Miami-Dade DERM 
701 N.W. 1 Ct. 
Miami, FL 33136 
Phone: (305) 372-6471 
Fax: (305) 372-6673 
guerrcy@miamidade.gov 
 
"Delivering Excellence Every Day" 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: susanne.travis@dot.state.fl.us[mailto:susanne.travis@dot.state.fl.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 08, 2007 4:44 PM 
To: Guerra, Cynthia (DERM) 
Cc: Young, Emilie (DERM); "Rodriguez, Cristina (MDPR) CristiR" 
Subject: Re: Owaissa Bauer Addition #1 / Krome Ave widening 



 
Hi Cynthia.   
 
thank you for sending  comments  on behalf of EEL in your email below.(1) 
Regarding the bulleted comments related to the field meeting held at the 
Owaissa Bauer site on 6-14-07:    we have incorporated your email bullet #1 
into the meeting minutes, and also added the explanation that the Department 
has reduced the typical section  as much as possible undercurrent design 
standards and criteria  (see the revised meeting minutes, attached).If there 
are no other comments on the actual field meeting, we would like to consider 
these minutes as finalized.2)  We are also working to address the other 
bulleted items  from your email (feedback received from you subsequent to the 
field meeting),  and the other questions you raised (e.g., Section 4(f), and 
right-of-way).Additional correspondence to this effect will be sent to you in 
the near future. 
 
_________________________________________________________________________ 
 
If EEL or NAM has any additional questions/comments, please let me or the 
Project Manager, Vilma Croft, know.  
 
-- Susanne Travis (305) 470-5568 
-- Vilma Croft (305) 470-5240 
 
(See attached file: EEL Field Meeting Minutes 06.14.07_Rev..doc) 
 
thank you, 
Susanne 
 
Susanne Travis 
Environmental Scientist 
FDOT Environmental Management Office 
1000 NW 111th Avenue, Room 6109 
Miami, FL  33172 
(305) 470-5568 
_________________________________              
"Guerra, Cynthia (DERM)" <guerrcy@miamidade.gov>                   
08/02/2007 10:02 AM 
To <susanne.travis@dot.state.fl.us> 
cc <Julio_Boucle@URSCorp.com>,"Young, Emilie (DERM)" <YoungE@miamidade.gov>, 
"Rodriguez, Cristina (MDPR)"<CristiR@miamidade.gov>, "Dozier, Jane G. (MDPR)" 
<DOZIEJ@miamidade.gov> 
Subject Owaissa Bauer Addition #1/Krome Ave widening 
 
Susanne: 
 
Per our most recent phone calls, please accept this e-mail as EEL's response 
to recent requests for information. With regards to the 4(f) determination, I 
am having a difficult time reconciling the information that EEL submitted in 
writing (Statement of Significance, dated 1/27/06) with the final opinion 
that the EEL preserve did not satisfy the requirements for protection under 
Section 4(f).  The determination document, dated May 2006, makes reference to 
some communication with EEL staff in March of 2006 that serves as the basis 
for the opinion that Section 4(f) does not apply to the preserve.  It would 
appear that the written record that I have reviewed would support the 
application of Section 4(f) to the preserve.  I have no documentation of the 
March 2006 communication, and therefore can not reconcile the decision with 



the written record.  In order to better understand the decision, I would like 
to review any documentation of that apparently critical March2006 
communication. With regards to the minutes of our last on-site meeting, 
please note the following: J. Boucle indicated that he is continuing to work 
with FDOT to see if the denial for the exception for reduction in design 
speed can be revisited. FDOT and EEL should continue to discuss further 
reduction of the ROW with the goal of avoiding all impacts to the preserve, 
and appropriate mitigation for unavoidable impacts. Even under the current 
151' ROW proposal, there are projected impacts to the preserve that should be 
quantified - types of vegetation affected, canopy removed, etc. If direct and 
indirect impacts can't be avoided, a plan should be developed for relocation 
and/or protection of existing listed plant species. If impacts can't be 
avoided, tree snails in areas of impacted canopy should be relocated. 
Finally, I am trying to determine ownership of the ROW as it stands today. 
EEL acquired the property 1/11/96 and a survey was done at that time.  A 
survey dated 7/24/02 was the final one accepted by FDEP.  The acquisition 
excluded the West 35 feet (Krome Ave) because it was already dedicated 
roadway.  The zoned ROW calls for another 27.5 feet on the eastside of the 
road; this was acquired by EEL and then transferred to FDEP under the CARL 
Program.  I think I recall from our on-site meeting that ownership of the ROW 
was not clear.  Has FDOT made a determination of ownership of the ROW? Has 
FDOT acquired the ROW from FDEP?  Did FDOT pay for the ROW if it was acquired 
from FDEP?  If FDOT acquired the ROW, was that acquisition done consistent 
with the requirements of the CARL Program? Please understand that our 
objective here is to uphold the intent of our Miami-Dade County Code 
requirements, the commitment we made to the County Electorate when they 
authorized the EEL program to ensure the protection and preservation of EEL 
sites, and the commitment we made to the State of Florida when we partnered 
with the CARL Program.  
 
Your assistance with these questions is greatly appreciated, 
Cynthia 
 
Cynthia Guerra, ERPS 
Environmentally Endangered Lands Program 
Miami-Dade DERM 
701 N.W. 1 Ct. 
Miami, FL 33136 
Phone: (305) 372-6471 
Fax: (305) 372-6673 
guerrcy@miamidade.gov 
"Delivering Excellence Every Day" 
  

  



 
 
                              
                           KROME AVENUE SOUTH PD&E STUDY MEETING MINUTES 

 
  

1 
THE URS TEAM 

SUBJECT - SR 997/Krome Avenue/SW 177th Avenue (south) from SW 296th Street 
(Avocado Drive) to SW 136th Street (Howard Drive), Miami-Dade County, Florida 
FM # 249614-4 / Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Study. 
 
Project Meeting with the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) in 
Tallahassee in reference to the Environmentally Endangered Lands (EEL) Program to discuss 
the Owaissa Bauer Addition #1 Site coordination and minimization efforts for the Krome 
Avenue South PD&E Study. 
 
DATE & TIME 
Tuesday, November 20, 2007 
2:00 PM 
 
MEETING LOCATION 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection Office Building 
3900 Commonwealth Boulevard 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3000 
 
ATTENDEES 
Jim Farr, Planning Manager, Office of Environmental Services, FDEP 
Diane C. Rogowski, Sr. Acquisition Review Agent, Division of State Lands, FDEP 
Kime H. Landes, Government Operations Consultant II, Division of State Lands, FDEP 
Roy A. Jackson, State Historic Resources Coordinator, FDOT Central Office 
Vicki Sharpe, State Natural Resources Coordinator, FDOT Central Office 
Cathy Owen, District Cultural Resources Coordinator/Environmental Manager, FDOT District VI 
Marjorie Bixby, District Environmental Administrator, FDOT District VI (via phone) 
Vilma Croft, Sr. Project Manager, FDOT District VI (via phone) 
Julio Bouclé, Consultant Project Manager, URS Corporation 
 
 
MEETING SUMMARY 
The purpose of this meeting was to discuss the proposed impacts of the Krome Avenue 
PD&E Study on the EEL Owaissa Bauer Addition #1 site, and solicit comments from the 
FDEP representatives for the PD&E Study.  The following is a summary of the meeting: 

  
• J. Boucle introduced the FDOT District VI Krome South PD&E study and its background, 

including the need for improvements due to safety and future roadway capacity of this Florida 
Intrastate Highway System (FIHS) facility; the importance of this type of roadway in the State 
highway network was also noted.  He explained that the PD&E study would be completed by 
2008, and that design and construction would follow once project funding is allocated; however, 
at this time neither phase (design or construction) is funded. 
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2 
THE URS TEAM 

• J. Boucle explained the different typical section alternatives considered for the project, ranging 
from two-lane undivided and/or divided typical sections to four-lane divided typical sections.  
The existing right-of-way on this 10-mile section of the corridor varies from 50 feet to 200 feet 
in width, and in the segment of Owaissa Bauer Addition #1, the existing right-of-way is 
constrained and insufficient to implement a four-lane divided typical section scenario. 

• The existing Krome Avenue right-of-way along the Owaissa Bauer property is 61 feet wide. The 
right-of-way measurements along the property are 35 feet to the east of Krome Avenue (facing 
the property) and 26 feet to the west, measured from the center line of the roadway. 

• FDEP staff corroborated that Owaissa Bauer Addition #1 was a Conservation and Recreational 
Lands (CARL) property bought with state funds, was owned by FDEP, and was managed by the 
local Miami-Dade County Department of Environmental Resources Management (DERM) 
Environmentally Endangered Lands (EEL) program.  

• The FDOT project team noted they had been coordinating this project and its potential impacts 
with the local management agency/EEL group for the last two years. Extensive coordination 
efforts including meeting minutes, exhibits, minimization options, etc. exist in the project file. 

• D. Rogowski asked if FDOT had obtained DERM approval yet.  C. Owen said that there had 
been concern by DERM EEL staff regarding any right-of-way impacts/acquisition from the site.  

• V. Sharpe asked if she could get a copy of FDEP’s land management review of DERM’s 
management plan for this parcel to help facilitate any further identification of potential 
mitigation options.  J. Farr indicated he did not think that FDEP had conducted a land 
management review of this parcel yet, but he would follow up and send FDOT a copy if one had 
been completed. 

• FDEP staff explained the potential mitigation options available: replacement of lands, long term 
land management, restoration, or a combination of options. 

• FDOT identified several mitigation possibilities they had proposed in addition to land 
acquisition, including removal of the old road that extends partway into the property (located 
approximately 400’ east of Krome Avenue off SW 264th Street), or fencing the property 
boundary.  However, limited input had been given by DERM EEL staff and thus no final 
mitigation had been agreed upon yet.  

• The project team showed a project plan sheet on aerial photographic view with the original right- 
of-way needs from this parcel for Alternative 4 (FDOT Plans Preparation Manual Standards – 
172’ typical section), and the minimized typical section superimposed on the aerial view, to 
illustrate the comparative reduction of right-of-way needs between original and minimized 
typical section alternatives.  J. Boucle stated that the FDOT District VI Design Section has 
concurred with the proposed minimization alternative in front of the EEL parcel in order to 
reduce the potential impacts. 

• C. Owen added that the project team had previously explored the possibilities of further reducing 
the footprint of the typical section by requesting a design exception (for design speed reduction) 
from FDOT Central Office, but the request was denied. J. Boucle said the team will continue to 
work with FDOT Central Office to revisit this request. 
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3 
THE URS TEAM 

• J. Boucle stated that the FDOT has minimized the typical section to the maximum extent 
possible under the current design criteria and standards.  The minimization alternative represents 
a reduction of 21 feet in width with respect to the original alternative (Alternative 4) along the 
EEL parcel. The minimized, proposed typical section includes a guardrail protection along the 
west side of the EEL parcel, and a valley gutter to convey stormwater away from the EEL parcel 
and into a catch basin inlet for water treatment. 

• This reduction in typical section width minimizes the right-of-way needs from 1 acre to .69 acre, 
which is a decrease to .31 acre from the EEL parcel.  C. Owen noted that most of this .31 acre 
area is scarified, i.e., not pine rockland habitat.  FDEP staff inquired if FDOT had an existing 
easement along the property, since the proposed improvements and associated impacts could be 
accomplished with a permanent easement; FDOT said they did not. 

• FDEP staff provided the project team with copies of the “Use of Natural Resource Lands by 
Linear Facilities” Policy. C. Owen and R. Jackson said that FDOT was required to follow a 
similar process for public lands (i.e., avoidance, minimization, etc.).  M. Bixby inquired if FDEP 
had any further guidance regarding this policy, and J. Farr responded that such guidance was still 
being developed. 

• FDEP staff also provided copies of the “Upland Easement Application” to be reviewed and 
completed at the appropriate time.   Information to be included with this application consists of a 
resolution from the Miami-Dade County Commission and written approval from the managing 
agency/DERM EEL. 

• FDEP staff inquired as to the project’s time frame, and FDOT explained that the application for 
this project does not require immediate action given by FDEP, since no funds allocation exists 
for design or construction yet.  J. Boucle suggested that the application process could begin 
following the Public Hearing for the project, which is expected to occur in April 2008; FDEP 
staff agreed. 

• FDEP staff stated that the Acquisition and Restoration Council (ARC) will be approving that the 
project (easement) is consistent with the Board of Trustees’ Linear Facilities Policy.  (The 
Cabinet would not need to approve due to the small easement size.)  After ARC approval, the 
Board of Trustees will have delegated authority to approve the easement.  Any temporary use 
during construction would require a separate easement. 

• FDEP stated that concerning FDEP-owned property that is managed by local governments, the 
ARC normally defers to the recommendations of those charged with managing the resource; 
however, the ARC makes the ultimate decision.  

• FDEP also noted that local comprehensive plans and local government resolutions associated 
with the conservation lands could serve as the managing agency's opinion regarding the 
conservation lands in question. Specific to the Owaissa Bauer Addition #1 site, the local 
government’s comprehensive plan regarding the road widening coupled with the development 
already occurring along Krome Avenue and any County resolution regarding the Krome Avenue 
project could serve as the local agency's acceptance of the conversion of the land in question. 
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• FDEP staff stated that FDOT would need a resolution from the Miami-Dade County Board of 

County Commissioners (BOCC) endorsing the easement for this property.  J. Boucle stated that 
there is a Miami-Dade County Commission resolution amending the Long Range Transportation 
Plan (LRTP) directing the FDOT to study the widening of Krome Avenue from US 1 to 
Okeechobee Road.   

• It was discussed that an update to the existing Miami-Dade County BOCC resolution could be 
used for the easement request. 

• The reasons to request the easement should include: right-of-way impacts based on the different 
alternatives, costs of impacts to private property vs. the EEL property, roadway safety and 
capacity issues, emergency/hurricane evacuation concerns, economic impacts to the area, etc. 
FDEP added that FDOT had a better chance of getting the easement if they were not impacting 
the purpose of the land. 

• FDEP added that actual conditions along the project impacted area of the site i.e., scarification, 
dumping, illegal parking issues, etc. should be stated.  Also, a recent property survey should be 
included as part of the application package.   

• FDEP was pleased to see that FDOT was being proactive in this particular coordination effort.  
FDEP suggested FDOT should submit the easement application with a copy to Miami-Dade 
County DERM, and then start to prepare the ARC item. 

• J. Farr asked who FDOT had been coordinating with at DERM EEL; C. Owen/J. Boucle replied 
it had been Emilie Young (EEL Program Administrator) throughout the study, and a new EEL 
staff member (Cynthia Guerra), formerly on the project’s Citizen Advisory Committee, and 
recently had indicated a preference for no widening of the roadway. 

• J. Farr said he would call Emilie Young to obtain feedback from the local management agency. 
• FDEP asked who would be reviewing the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and if DERM 

could be included on the list for commenting agencies.  J. Boucle replied that all jurisdictional 
agencies will receive a copy of the Draft EIS, and that DERM and FDEP would be included on 
the list. FDEP staff noted that Scott Woolan was the Bureau Chief of Public Lands 
Administration. 

• C. Owen noted that this project has been coordinated with the regulatory agencies through the 
Efficient Transportation Decision Making (ETDM) process.  M. Bixby reviewed the FDEP 
comments received on environmental issues of concern (e.g., wetlands, contamination). 

• FDOT will continue the coordination efforts with FDEP and DERM EEL to resolve any pending 
issues. 

• The coordination meeting was adjourned at 3:30 PM. 
 
Please report any comments / additions / deletions and/or modifications to the progress meeting 
minutes to Julio Bouclé, Project Manager, within five (5) working days of receiving them. 
 
Attachments [Board of Trustees’ Linear Facilities Policy & Upland Easement Application] 
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POLICY 

Use of Natural Resource Lands by Linear Facilities 

As Approved By 

Board of Trustees of the Internal Improvement Trust Fund 

on January 23. 1996 

(A) Purpose and Scope. 

(I) This policy applies only to linear facilities, including electric transmission and distribution facilities, 
telecommunications transmission and distribution facilities, pipeline transmission and distribution facilities, 
public transportation corridors, and related appurtenances. 

(2) While it is appropriate to discourage and prohibit most kinds of intrusions on natural resource lands, 
the Trustees recognize that the expanding ownership of lands by the state and the need to provide services 
to a growing population through linear facilities and related appurtenances will from time to time require 
crossings and location on such lands. The goal of this policy is to avoid and minimize conflicts between 
the acquisition and management of natural resource lands for conservation, recreation, and preservation 
and activities necessary for the construction, operation and maintenance of linear facilities and related 
appurtenances. 

(B) Definitions. 

(I) "Natural Resources" include but are not limited to wetlands, lakes, rivers, streams, estuaries and other 
surface and ground water resources, flora, fauna, fish and wildlife, natural communities, historical and 
archaeological resources, scenic vistas and aesthetic values. 

(3) "Natural Resource Lands" are those lands owned by the Trustees and which: were acquired with funds 
from the P2000 or Save Our Coast Bond Program; or were acquired with funds from the CARL or LA TF 
Trust Fund; or are managed for natural resources by the Division of Recreation and Parks, Division of 
Marine Resources, Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission, Division of Forestry, or Secretary of State. 

(3) "Related Appurtenances" include those support facilities necessary to the operation of linear facilities. 
(Examples include but are not limited to substations and pump-stations.) 

(4) "Trustees" means the Board of Trustees of the Internal Improvement Trust Fund. 

(q Avoidance. 

Owners and operators of linear facilities must avoid location on natural resource lands unless no other 
practical and prudent alternative is available and all steps to minimize impacts as set forth below are 
implemented. The test of practicality and prudence will compare the social, economic, and environmental 
effects of the alternatives. 
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(D) Minimizing Impacts. 

Applicants must minimize adverse impacts to natural resource lands through reasonable measures where 
applicable: locating the project in areas where less adverse impacts are expected, such as areas which have 
already been impacted and are less sensitive than other areas; avoiding significant wildlife habitats, natural 
aquatic areas, wetlands, or other valuable natural resources; selecting areas to minimize damage to existing 
aesthetically·pleasing features of the lands; employing best management practices in construction and 
operation activities; designing access roads and site preparation to avoid interference with hydrologic 
conditions that benefit natural resources and reduce impacts on other natural resources and public use and 
enjoyment; and; generally selecting areas that will not increase undesirable human activities on the natural 
resource lands; and generally, not adversely impacting the management of such lands. However, human 
activities may be encouraged where linear facility corridors are designated as part of a greenway or trail. 

(E) Compensation. 

(I) The applicant will pay the Trustees an amount not to exceed the fair market value of the interest 
acquired in the parcel on which the linear facility and related appurtenances will be located. 

· (2) In addition to the amount in (E) (I) above, the applicant will provide to the managing agency that 
measure of additional money, land, or services necessary to offset the actual adverse impacts reasonably 
expected to be caused by the construction, operation and maintenance of the linear facility and related 
appurtenances. Such impact compensation will be calculated from the land managing agency's timely 
presentation of documented costs which will result from the impacts of the proposed project. 

Page 2 of2 



UPLAND EASEMENT APPLICATION 
BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE INTERNAL IMPROVEMENT TRUST FUND 

OF THE STATE OF FLORIDA 
This application is to be used in order to apply for easement interest in land. title to which is vested in the Board of Trustees of the Internal Improvement 
Trust Fund of the State of Florida (Board ofTrustees). If you have any questions, after reading this application form, you may call (850) 245-2720 for 
assistance. Mail application to : Department of Environmental Protection, Division of State Lands, Burea u of Public Land Admin istration, 3800 
Commonwealth Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3000, MS 130. 

SPECIA L NOT E TO ALL APPLICANTS: SUBMITTAL OF A COMPLETE APPLICATION SHALL NOT OPERATE TO CREATE ANY 
RJGHTS OR CONSTITUTE ANY GROUNDS FOR THE DEPARTMENT TO RECOMMEN D APPROVAL OF ANY EASEMENT. THE 
BOARD OF TRUSTEES HAS THE AUTHORITY AND RESERVES THE RIG HT TO DEN Y ANY EASEMENT APPLICATION. ALL 
COSTS INCURRED BY APPLICANTS COMPLYING WITH THE REQUIREMENTS O F THIS APPLICATION SHALL BE.A T THEIR 
OWN RJSK. COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH OBTAINING AN EASEMENT ARE NON-REFUNDABLE AND SHALL BE ASSUMED BY THE 
APPLICANT INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO, ALL APPRAISALS, ALL SURVEYS, ALL TITLE SEARCH ES, AN D ALL 
RECORDING FEES. 

PRIOR TO COMPLETfNG THE APPLICATION, PLEASE BE ADV ISED THAT: 
Any application to use state land which would result in significant adverse impact to state land or associated resources shall not be approved unless the 
applicant demonstrates there is no other alternative and proposes compensation or mitigation acceptable to the Board of Trustees pursuant to paragraph 18-
2.0 18(2)(i), Florida Administrative Code. Any requested use of state land which has been acquired for a specilic purpose, such as conservation and 
recreation lands, shall be consistent wi th the original specified purpose for acquiring such land pursuant to paragraph 18-2.0 18(2)( c), Florida 
Administrative Code. Applicants applying for an easement across state land which is managed for the conservation and protection of natural resources 
shall be required to provide net positive benefit pursuant to subsection 18-2.0 17(39), Florida Administrative Code. if the proposed easement is approved. 

Type of Easeme11t. i Private i Federal, Regional or Local Agency i State Agency J 

Applicant Information: 

Name: ------------------------------------------------- Home Phone: ________ _ 

Mailing Address: ----------------------- Work Phone: _ ____________ _ 

city: ------------------ State: Zip: _____________ _ Fax Number: ________ _ 

Email Address: _ ________________ _ 

Representatil•e Information: Only complete if someone will be ltandling tills transaction on your bella/f. 

Name: ____ _____________ _________________ _ Home Phone: _________ _ 

Mailing Address:----·- ----------------------- Work Phone: _ _______ _ 

City : ------------~- State : Zip: ________ _ Fax Number: ___________ _ 

Email Address: 

Property lnformatiot~: 

County: __________________ _ Property Appraiser's Parcel Number: ____________ _ 

Section: Township: _ _ Range: _ _ Zoning Designation: _ ___ _ 

l llclude the Following with the Application: Please check all that are i11cluded 
__ (Private Easements Only) A check in the amount of $300 made payable to the Department of Environmental Protection . This 

fee in non-refundable. 
__ (Private Easements Only) A written commitment to pay an easement fee based on the appraised market value of the proposed 

easement. 
__ (Local G overnments Only) A formal resolution adopted by the Board of County/City Commissioners requesting the proposed 

easement. 
_ _ Recent aerial photograph with the boundaries of proposed easement area identi fied . 
__ A statement describing the public benefits that will occur as a result of the proposed easement. 
· __ A letter from the applicable local planning agency stating that the proposed easement is consistent with the local govemment 

Comprehensive plan adopted pursuant to section 163-3167, Florida Statutes. 
_ _ A county tax map identifying the parcel proposed for easement. 
_ _ Two prints of a certified survey of the easement area meeting the minimum technical standards of Chapter 61 G 17-6 Florida 

Administrative Code, which contain the boundaries, legal descriptions, and acreage of the property. 
__ A statement of written approval from the managing agency along with a statement from the managing agency describing how the 

proposed easement conforms to the management plan when the easement application involves state land which is under lease, 
sublease, easement, or management agreement. 

_ _ Applications for easements across state land shall include a statement of intended use which shall include, at a minimum, the 
following: 

I. The requested term for the proposed easement which shall not be greater than is necessary to provide 
for the reasonable usc of the state land. 

2. The need for the proposed easement and written evidence that all other alternatives to the use of state land have 
been denied. 

3. Projected revenue to be generated from the use of the state land. 
4. Whether the intended use is public or private and the extent of public access for such use. 
5. A description of the type of facility proposed for the easement area (e.g. road, overhead utility, pipes, etc.) 

"*"Gene.raf lll[ormation: 7he granting or approval of an easement/hat wi{{ negatively c!Oecl the Board of Trustees' ahiftty to manage uplands in a mwmer that 
achieves maximum public benefit wifl he discouraged pursuant/a paragraph l8-2.0l8(2) (b) . Florida Administrative Code. The succes.~(rtf grantee sha{{ assume a{{ 
liability for the property covered by the r?asemenl. 



KROME AVENUE SOUTH PD&E STUDY MEETING MINUTES 

SUBJECT - SR 997/Krome Avenuc/SW I 77th Avenue (south) from SW 296th Street to S\V 
136th Street (fM # 249614-4) Project Development and Enviromnent (PD&l~) Study. 

Fidd mcding with the Environmcnta1ly EnJangl:red l.ands (EEL) Pmgrarn Group to discuss 
the Owaissa Bauer Addition #I Site minimization efforts for the Krome A venue South 
PD&E Study. (Final) 

DATE & TIME 
Thursday, June 14, 2007 
3:00PM 

LOCATION 
Owaissa Bauer Addition # 1 Site 
Krome Avenue and SW 264'n Street 

ATTENDEES 
Emilie Young, DERM EEL 
Cynthia Gucna, DERM EEL 
Cristina Rodrigut::z , Parks & Recreation (P&R) Natural Areas ivlanagemcnt (NAM) 
.Jane Doz ier, P&R NAM 
Cathy Owen, FOOT 
Susanne Travis, fOOT 
M ichael Breiner, URS 
Julio Boucle, URS 

MEETING SUMMARY 
The purpose of this field meeting was to discuss the typical section minimi:t.ation effo rts to 
reduce the impacts of the Krome Avenue PD&E Study on the EEL Owaissa Bauer Addition 
# l s ite, and dicit comments from the EEL and NAM representatives for the PO&E Study. 
The following is a summary of the meeting: 

• J. Doudc rc-~apped on the Krome South PD&E study and its background, including the need lor 
,jmpwvements due to safety and futurt! roadway capacity, 

• It was stated that this is a Florida Intrastate Highway Facility (FIHS) and the importance of this 
type of roadway in the State highway network, 

• The projc.'Ct team explained the different typical section a lterna tives considered for the project, 
• The existing righr--of-way on this l 0 mile section of the corridor varies from 50-200' in width, 

and in this particular segment the existing right of way is constrained and insuilicicnt to 
implement a four-lane divided typical section scenario, 
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• A project plans package was distributed with the following information: aerial view with the 
original right of way needs from this parcel for Alternative 4 (PPM - 172' typical section), 
minimized typical section super imposed on aerial view, and aerial view with comparative 
reduction of right of way needs between original and minimized typical section Alternative 4A, 

• J. Boucle noted that the ff>OT would fike to preserve ~he pr{)jC(;~ area i1~ its n1ral state. 
Therefore, no curb and gutter is proposed and drainage witl be handled with a valley gutter in 
front of the EEL pr-operty. A sketch detail was presented to illustrate this concc~)t, 

• J. Boucle statedl that the FDOT Design Section has concurrcd1 with the proposed min'imizatjon 
alternative in front oft~ EEL pa.-~cl in order to reduce the potential im.pacts to the listed plant 
species, 

• J. Boucle added that the Team had previously cxpforcd the possibilities of fu11her reducing lhc 
footprint of the typical section by requesting a design exception (tor design spc\:<.1 reduction) 
from FOOT Centrat OffN:c, but the request was denied. The Team will continue to work with 
FI>OT Central Office to revisit this request, 

• It was expfained that lhc Department has. minimized the typil.:al section to the maximum extend 
possibfe under the current design criteria and standards. 

• M. Oreiner tlagged in the field the approximate guardrail line for the minimized typical sec,ion, 
• The Haggcd <hstanccs were measured from the edge of pavcment!travcllanc (EOP) into the 

Owaissa Bauer property, so EEL & NAM woutd know where the proposed lypical section would 
end, 

• The minimization alternative represents a reduction of 21 feet in width with respect to the 
original alternative (Alternative 4) along the EEL parcel. This reduction in typical section width 
minimize~ the right oC\vay needs from 1 acre to .69 acre, a decrease of .3 1 acre !'rom the EEL 
parcel , 

• The minimized typical section contains a guardrail along the wes t side of the EEL parce l. 
• M. Breiner explained the difterent type of plant species present at the tree line boundary of the 

EEL property and directed the participants to the location of a critically imperiled periled plant, 
Catter' s tlax (Unum carteri) , which occurs in an area outside of the minimized typical sec tion 
Alternative 4A, 

• C. Guerra requested that J. Boucle provides a copy of the Determination or Section 4(1) 
Applicability, 

• C. Guerra asked who would be reviewing the Environmental Impact Statement (ElS) and if 
DERM could be included on the list for commenting agencies, 

• S. Travis replied that all agencies review the EIS and that DERM would be included, 
• Several mitigation possibilities were discussed/mentioned including repaving the old road that 

extends partway into the property (located approximately 400 ' east of Krome Avenue offSW 
2641

h Street) or fencing the property boundary, 
• The representatives of EEL and NAM stated that they would discuss inrernally the information 

provided at this meeting and would contact the Team shortly, 
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C. GueiTa asked that FOOT and EEL continue to discuss further reduction of the ROW with the 
goal of avoiding all impacts to the preserve, and appropriate mitigation fo r unavoidable impads, 
EEL noted that even under the current I 51' ROW proposal, there arc projected impacts to the 
preserve that should be quantified- types of vegetation affected, canopy removed, etc., 

FEL staff stated that if direct and indirect impacts can't be avoided, a plan should be developed 
f()r relocation and/or protection of existing listed plant species, 

LEL staff stated that if impacts can't be avoided, tree snails in areas of impacted canopy should 
be relocated, 
The field meeting was adjourned at 4: 15 Pl'vL 

Report to Julio Ooucl<:!, Project Manager, any comments I additions I deletions and/or modifications 
to the progress meeting minutes within five (5) working days of receiving it. 

• Added as per C. Guerra comments in email of 8/02/07. 
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SUBJECT – Minimization efforts and coordination with FDOT Design Section. 
 
SR 997/Krome Avenue/SW 177th Avenue (south) from SW 296th Street to SW 136th Street 
(FM # 249614-4) Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Study 
Design issues and concerns regarding the proposed widening alternatives of Krome Avenue 
south, and its effects on the Environmentally Endangered Lands Program (EEL) Owaissa 
Bauer Addition #1 Site. 
 
DATE & TIME 
Tuesday, June 05, 2007 
10:00 AM 
 
LOCATION 
FDOT District VI – Conference Room B 
PLEMO 
1000 NW 111 Avenue 
Miami, Florida 33174 
 
ATTENDEES 
Vilma Croft, FDOT 
Cathy Owen, FDOT 
Susanne Travis, FDOT 
Harold Desdunes, FDOT 
Pablo Alonso, FDOT 
Julio Boucle, URS 
 
MEETING SUMMARY 
The purpose of this meeting was to discuss the proposed impacts of the Krome Avenue 
PD&E Study on the EEL Owaissa Bauer Addition #1 site, and coordinate with the FDOT 
District VI Internal Design Unit regarding the potential minimization treatments applicable 
and acceptable to the Design Section. 
 
The following is a summary of the meeting: 

 
• J. Boucle introduced the two potential minimization treatments that would reduce the potential 

impacts to the subject parcel, 
• The two design variation treatments would be: Guardrail protection and Parapet wall protection, 
• An “Avoidance Alternative” was explored and considered not feasible due to the additional 

right-of-way impacts and relocations associated with it, 
• The existing right-of-way constraints in the area would require the acquisition of land from this 

protected parcel, 
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• J. Boucle noted that the FDOT would like to preserve the project area in its rural state.  
Therefore, no curb and gutter is proposed, 

• Mr. Desdunes and Mr. Alonso recommended that the Team move forward with the Guardrail 
option. Ms. Croft noted that this option will have less construction impacts than the parapet wall, 

• They noted that no Design Variation will be needed for the border width, 
• Mr. Desdunes requested that the sketches be modified to show the guardrail flare close to the SW 

264 St. intersection, 
• Also the applicable FDOT Standards Index Number should be referenced in the drawing, 
• The Department will request elevation survey information at the intersection for preliminary 

drainage design purposes, 
• The initial right-of-way needed from this parcel is estimated at 1 acre if Alternative 4 would be 

implemented, 
• J. Boucle stressed the importance of having design flexibility in order to minimize impacts to the 

site. The design effort to add a guardrail treatment in front of the parcel shows a right-of-way 
reduction of .31 acres, 

• Owaissa Bauer Addition #1 was a Conservation and Recreational Lands (CARL) property 
bought with state funds and EEL funds, and managed by EEL. 

• The meeting was adjourned at 11:00 AM.  
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SUBJECT 
Florida Department of Transportation’s (FDOT) Krome Avenue South PD&E Study – 
Owaissa Bauer Addition No. 1 Coordination Meeting with Miami-Dade County Department 
of Environmental Resource Management (DERM) Environmentally Endangered Lands 
Program (EEL) 
 
DATE & TIME 
April 27, 2006 
2:30 PM to 4:00 PM 
 
LOCATION 
Miami-Dade County DERM Office 
33 SW 2nd Avenue, Suite PH-2 
Miami, Florida 33130 
 
ATTENDEES 
Emilie Young (DERM EEL) 
Christina Casado-Acorn (DERM EEL) 
Jane Dozier (Miami-Dade Parks Natural Areas Management) 
Susanne Travis (FDOT) 
Christie Pritchard (Pritchard Environmental) 
Julio Boucle (URS) 
Michael Breiner (URS) 
 
MEETING SUMMARY 
The purpose of this meeting was to bring the EEL managers up to date on the Krome South 
Project Development & Environment (PD&E) Study’s alternatives analysis and project progress. 
 
Julio Boucle explained that the design exception for reduction in design speed had been denied 
by FDOT Central Office (Tallahassee), but that the team was still pursuing reduction of the 
typical section width through the process of obtaining a potential variance for the roadway 
border width.   
 
He presented the current alternatives under study and distributed handouts consisting of the 
aerial photos of the EEL site, Owaissa Bauer Addition No. 1, with the different alternatives 
superimposed to show the amount of acreage affected by each alternative. He also handed out a 
narrative on each alternative and the general summary of the project. The alternative plans 
distributed show current right-of-way (R/W) needs for Alternative 1 (2 lanes), Alternative 2 (2 
lanes with passing zone in some sections along the corridor; however, no passing zone along the 
Owaissa Bauer Addition No. 1 Parcel), Alternative 3 (FIHS/4 lanes), and Alternative 4 (PPM/4 
lanes).  It was noted that the existing FDOT R/W (red dashed line) extends 12 feet beyond the 
edge of pavement in front of the EEL property. 
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All alternatives are possible scenarios, and are still under full consideration by the Project Team. 
It was also explained that any small shift in the alignment will affect the properties north and 
south and behind of the shifted area. It may be possible to tweak or refine the alignment slightly. 
 
The entire parcel of Owaissa Bauer Addition No. 1 is slightly under 10 acres in size.  The team 
asked that EEL staff think about what their concerns are in regard to this property, and said that 
they would try to work with them to lessen the overall effect of the potential impacts.  The team 
suggested that EEL staff consult among themselves for ideas, and then we could regroup via 
conference call in a few weeks.  
 
Christina Casado-Acorn asked if it might be possible for FDOT to help with removal of asphalt 
pavement/old roadbed in portions of the property, in order to restore the natural substrate. 
Susanne Travis said she did not know if it would be possible, that sometimes it’s easier to make 
a monetary contribution rather than a separate project, but to not rule out anything at this time. 
 
Christina was concerned about the toe of slope and drainage into the EEL property. Julio replied 
this was an issue that is still under investigation, and that the team will minimize any potential 
drainage-related impacts to the property to the maximum extent. 
 
Jane Dozier asked that the FDOT not plant St. Augustine grass near their boundary as it is 
invasive. She and Christina noted that some of the State-protected plants do relocate well (e.g., 
Zamia and Tetrazygia), but they aren’t sure if they have an appropriate site. Coccothrinax (silver 
thatch palm) does not relocate well. 
 
Mike Breiner had prepared an aerial and plant list of protected plants on the site which he 
distributed. The Federal candidate species Linum carteri var. carteri (Carter’s flax) was observed 
in the periodically mowed portion of Owaissa Bauer Addition No. 1 within the proposed R/Ws.  
He noted that per the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, there is no statutory protection for Federal 
candidate species under the Endangered Species Act. 
 
Jane noted that in addition to the state-listed plants identified, Liguus tree snails (State Species of 
Special Concern) are present on Lysiloma (wild tamarind) trees in Owaissa Bauer Addition No. 1 
within the proposed R/Ws [Alternatives 3 and 4 only]. 
 
Earlier, Susanne Travis had given an explanation of Section 4(f) (i.e., US DOT Act of 1996 as 
amended), which requires the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) to make a special effort 
to preserve public lands (e.g., public parks, recreation lands, refuges and historic sites).  The first 
step is to see if the property falls under a Section 4(f) category.  The FDOT does not have that 
determination yet from FHWA on whether Owaissa Bauer Addition No. 1 qualifies as a Section 
4(f) property. The FDOT expects to have a response from FHWA in approximately 6 weeks, and 
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the team would let the EEL group know the outcome. Susanne noted that EEL had provided 
FDOT with their statement of significance letter. 
 
Emilie mentioned that they probably wouldn’t develop this property as a park since Camp 
Owaissa Bauer is very close by, and already functions for that purpose. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 4:00 PM. 
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SUBJECT - SR 997/Krome Avenue/SW 177th Avenue (south) from SW 296th Street to SW 
136th Street (FM # 249614-4) Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Study 
Issues and concerns regarding all the proposed widening alternatives of Krome Avenue 
south, and its effects on the Environmentally Endangered Lands Program (EEL) Owaissa 
Bauer Addition #1 Site. 
 
DATE & TIME 
Wednesday, July 20, 2005 
1:00 PM 
 
LOCATION 
Miami-Dade County Department of Environmental Resources Management (DERM) 
Thomas Center Annex 
172-A West Flagler Street 
Miami, Florida 33130 
 
ATTENDEES 
Emilie Young, DERM EEL 
Christina Casado-Acorn, DERM EEL 
Cristina Rodriguez, Parks & Recreation (P&R) Natural Areas Management (NAM) 
Jane Dozier, P&R NAM 
Tim Joyner, DERM Natural Forest Community (NFC) 
Julio Boucle, URS 
Susanne Travis, FDOT 
Christie Pritchard, Pritchard Environmental . 
Ryan Solis, The Corradino Group 
Karen Marie de Guzman, URS  
 
 
MEETING SUMMARY 
The purpose of this meeting was to discuss the proposed impacts of the Krome Avenue 
PD&E Study on the EEL Owaissa Bauer Addition #1 site, and illicit comments from the EEL 
and NAM representatives for the PD&E Study.  The following is a summary of the meeting: 

 
• J. Boucle introduced the Krome South PD&E study and its background, including the need for 

improvements due to safety and future roadway capacity, 
• The project team explained that the PD&E study would be completed by 2007, design to be 

completed between 2007 and 2011, and construction could take place by  2012, 
• The existing right-of-way on this 10 mile section of the corridor varies from 50-200’ in width, 
• E. Young commented that all the typical sections show the shared bike & pedestrian and 

equestrian paths, 
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• J. Boucle noted that the FDOT would like to preserve the project area in its rural state.  
Therefore, no curb and gutter is proposed, 

• Other modes of transportation in the area would be considered as well as part of the PD&E 
Study, 

• A “Design Exception” to lower the design speed within the project limits had been requested 
from the FDOT Central Office. If this request was  granted, substantial right of way savings 
could  be obtained from a narrower median width and border width, 

• J. Boucle requested information about the importance of the resource and what sort of flexibility 
there would be for impacts to the site, 

• E. Young explained that Owaissa Bauer Addition #1 was a Conservation and Recreational Lands 
(CARL) property bought with state funds, owned by FDEP, and managed by EEL.  In addition, 
she stated EEL & NAM would like as few impacts to the site as possible, 

• E. Young explained that she thought the county retained ownership of the right-of-way section 
when they turned the land over to the state, but she would confirm this information.  It may be 
also that the county just retained a strip of the right-of-way, 

• C. Pritchard advised that  the FDOT would be requesting a Letter of Significance, including 
resources of importance and where they are, specifically if they are in the herbaceous (non-
forested) area of the property, 

• S. Travis requested that J. Boucle provide distances from the edge of pavement/travel lane (EOP) 
into the Owaissa Bauer property, so EEL & NAM would know where they need to survey for 
species, 

• R. Solis advised that for the worse case scenario, if no design exception is approved and the 
widest alternative was considered, impacts would be approximately 72 feet from the EOP, 

• Aerials depicting each of the five alternatives are attached, 
• J. Boucle measured on the small aerial that the tree line on the EEL property was approximately 

30 feet from the EOP on the south end and approximately 80 feet from the EOP on the north end, 
• C. Pritchard gave E. Young and C. Casado-Acorn a sample of the kind of information that would 

be needed for a Determination of Applicability (DOA) and gave them an example document 
from another property, 

• C. Casado-Acorn asked who would be reviewing the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and 
if DERM could be included on the list for commenting agencies, 

• J. Boucle replied that all agencies review the EIS and that DERM would be included  
• C. Casado-Acorn asked that the FDOT make sure that no staging would occur on the property 

during the construction.  She added  that EEL & NAM may have to erect a chain link fence prior 
to construction, 

• C. Prtichard asked what kind of mitigation EEL & NAM would propose for impacts to the 
property.  E. Young suggested that prescribed burns and exotic removal were possibilities, 

• The meeting was adjourned at 2:45 PM.  
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Miami-Dade County  
Department of Environmental Resources Management  

“Statement of Significance” Letter 
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Ms. Alice N. Bravo, P.E. 
Florida Department of Transportation 
District Planning and Environmental Management Office 
1000 NW 111 1

h Avenue, Am. 6109 
Miami, FL 33172 

Re: Statement of Significance-Owaissa Bauer Addition No. 1, Krome 
Avenue South Project Development & Environmental Study, FOOT 
Financial Mgmt No: 249614-4-21-1, Miami-Dade. 

Dear Ms. Bravo: 

miamidade.gov 

We have reviewed your information request for the Krome Avenue South 
Project that is proposed to occur adjacent to EEL property, Owaissa Bauer 
Addition #1. 

Our Statement of Significance is as follows: 
The subject property, Owaissa Bauer Addition #1, is critically imperiled pine 
rockland, acquired for the purpose of conservation, that will function as a 
natural pine rockland preserve in perpetuity. This remnant pine rockland 
forest fragment was historically connected to a larger natural area, part of 
which remains in Camp Owaissa Bauer Park. The property is designated by 
the Board of County Commissioners as an Environmentally Endangered 
Lands (EEL) site and has been ranked #1 on the States Conservation and 
Recreation Lands (CARL) Bargain Share List as part of the "Dade 
Archipelago" project. The site was acquired with 50-50 matching funds by the 
County and the State in order to protect its natural resources. 

The Florida Natural Areas Inventory designates pine rockland habitat as "G1 
= Critically imperiled globally" a designation which indicates extreme rarity (5 
or fewer occurrences or less than 1000 individuals) or because of extreme 
vulnerability to extinction due to some natural or man-made factor. Pine 
rockland habitat is extremely rare and exists in limited areas of the Florida 
Keys and the Bahamas. The Owaissa Bauer preserve area serves as 
significant habitat for plants and animals. Several migratory bird species and 
raptors have been observed' on site. The Owaissa Bauer Addition #1 is a 
natural preserve of Statewide significance. 

This Department has the responsibility to protect and manage the subject 
property in accordance with Ch. 24-50 of the Miami-Dade County Code and 
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to regulate impacts to this natural forest community in accordance with Ch. 24-49 of the 
County Code. 

Our response to your request tor information regarding this site is attached, along with the 
following documents: 

1. EEL Ordinance (Ch. 24-50) 
2. Natural Forest Community regulations (Ch24-49) 
3. Owaissa Bauer Addition #1 Biological Evaluation 
4. Owaissa Bauer Addition #1 FY 2004-2005 Workplan & Budget 
5. Owaissa Bauer Addition #1 Plant List compiled by Institute for Regional Conservation 

Please contact me at (305) 372-6687 should you have any further questions or concerns. 

Sincerely, 

-t~~.~ 
Emilie M. Young, Program Director {;r 
Environmentally Endangered Lands Program 
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Farmlands Conversion Impact Rating Form  
and Agency Correspondence



U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Natural Resources Conservation Service 

NRCS-CPA-106 
(REV.3-02) 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS 

PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency)  3. Date Of Land Evaluation Request: 12/16/11 4.  
             Sheet 1 of 2 

1. Name of Project: Krome Avenue “South”  FM#24961-4-22-01 5. Federal Agency Involved: FHWA 

2. Proposed Land Use: Transportation 6. County and State: Miami-Dade County, Florida 

PART II (To be completed by NRCS)  1. Date Request Received By 
NRCS1/9/11 

2. Person Completing Form: 
    R. Robbins 

   3. Does the corridor contain prime, unique, statewide or local important farmland? 

   (If no, the FPPA does not apply - do not complete additional parts of this form) 

  YES      NO 
    x         

4. Acres Irrigated 

38,954 

Average Farm Size 

27 

   5. Major Crop(s) 

      Vegetables, citrus 

6. Farmable Land In Government Jurisdiction 

    Acres: 92,770           %   7.4 

7. Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA 

    Acres: 52,725          %   4.2 

8. Name of Land Evaluation System Used 

    Soil Productivity Rating 

9. Name of State or Local Site Assessment System 

    None 

10. Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS 

      1/9/11 

PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency) Alternative Corridor For Segment: 1-4 
Corridor A Corridor B Corridor C Corridor d 

   A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 29.3 32.2 65.4 43.0 

   B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly                         

28.9 29.3 32.2 65.4 43.0 

PART IV (To be completed by NRCS)  Land Evaluation Information     

   A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland 26 29 60 39.5 

   B. Total Acres Statewide Important or Local Important Farmland 0 0 0 0 

   C. Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted .00001 .0001 .0001 .0001 

   D. Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value 70.3 70.3 70.3 70.3 

PART V (To be completed by NRCS)  Land Evaluation Criterion 
              Relative Value of Farmland To Be Converted (Scale of 0 to 100 Points) 

19.7 19.7 19.9 19.7 

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency)   Corridor Assessment Criteria 
(Criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5 b & c. For Non-Corridor project use form AD-1006) 

Maximum 
Points Corridor A Corridor B Corridor C Corridor D 

   1.   Area In Non-urban Use      (15)                         

   2.   Perimeter In Non-urban Use      (10)                         

   3.   Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed      (20)                         

   4.   Protection Provided By State and Local Government      (20)                         

   5.   Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average      (10)                         

   6.   Creation Of Non-farmable Farmland      (25)                         

   7.   Availability Of Farm Support Services      (5)                         

   8.   On-Farm Investments      (20)                         

   9.   Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services      (25)                         

   10. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use      (10)                         

   TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 160                         

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency)      

   Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100 19.7 19.7 19.9 19.7 

   Total Corridor Assessment (From Part VI above or local site assessment) 160                         

   TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260                         

1. Corridor Selected: 

           

2. Total Acres of Farmlands to be 
    Converted by Project:  
          

3. Date Of Selection 

          

4. Was A Local Site Assessment Used? 

              YES                 NO   

5. Reason For Selection:      

      

      

      

Signature of Federal agency representative completing this form:       Date:       
NOTE: Complete one form for each segment with more than one Alternate Corridor 
(See Instructions on reverse side) Form NRCS-CPA-106 (03-02) 



 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Natural Resources Conservation Service 

NRCS-CPA-106 
(REV.3-02) 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS 

PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency)  3. Date Of Land Evaluation Request: 12/16/11 4.  
             Sheet 2 of 2 

1.: Name of Project: Krome Avenue “South”  FM#24961-4-22-01 5. Federal Agency Involved: FHWS 

2. Proposed Land Use: Transportation 6. County and State: Miami-Dade County, Florida 

PART II (To be completed by NRCS)  1. Date Request Received By NRCS 
1/9/11 

2. Person Completing Form: 
    R. Robbins 

   3. Does the corridor contain prime, unique, statewide or local important farmland? 

   (If no, the FPPA does not apply - do not complete additional parts of this form) 

  YES      NO 
    X         

4. Acres Irrigated 

38,954 

Average Farm Size 

27 

   5. Major Crop(s) 

      Vegetables, citrus 

6. Farmable Land In Government Jurisdiction 

    Acres: 92,770           %   7.4 

7. Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA 

    Acres: 52,725          %   4.2 

8. Name of Land Evaluation System Used 

    Soil Productivity Rating 

9. Name of State or Local Site Assessment System 

    None 

10. Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS 

      1/9/11 

PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency) Alternative Corridor For Segment: 5 
Corridor A Corridor B Corridor C Corridor d 

   A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 30.8                   

   B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly 0                   

   C. Total Acres In Site 30.8                   

PART IV (To be completed by NRCS)  Land Evaluation Information     

   A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland 27.9                   

   B. Total Acres Statewide Important or Local Important Farmland 0                   

   C. Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted .0001                   

   D. Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value 70.3                   

PART V (To be completed by NRCS)  Land Evaluation Criterion 
              Relative Value of Farmland To Be Converted (Scale of 0 to 100 Points) 

19.7                   

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency)   Corridor Assessment Criteria 
(Criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5 b & c. For Non-Corridor project use form AD-1006) 

Maximum 
Points Corridor A Corridor B Corridor C Corridor D 

   1.   Area In Non-urban Use      (15)                         

   2.   Perimeter In Non-urban Use      (10)                         

   3.   Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed      (20)                         

   4.   Protection Provided By State and Local Government      (20)                         

   5.   Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average      (10)                         

   6.   Creation Of Non-farmable Farmland      (25)                         

   7.   Availability Of Farm Support Services      (5)                         

   8.   On-Farm Investments      (20)                         

   9.   Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services      (25)                         

   10. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use      (10)                         

   TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 160                         

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency)      

   Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100 19.7                   

   Total Corridor Assessment (From Part VI above or local site assessment) 160                         

   TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260                         

1. Corridor Selected: 

           

2. Total Acres of Farmlands to be 
    Converted by Project:  
          

3. Date Of Selection 

          

4. Was A Local Site Assessment Used? 

              YES                 NO   

5. Reason For Selection:      

      

      

      

Signature of Federal agency representative completing this form:       Date:       
NOTE: Complete one form for each segment with more than one Alternate Corridor 
(See Instructions on reverse side) Form NRCS-CPA-106 (03-02) 



STEPS IN THE PROCESSING THE FARMLAND AND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING FORM 
(Use this form only for Corridor type projects. Other projects use form AD-1006) 

 
Step 1 - Federal agencies (or Federally funded projects) involved in proposed projects that may convert farmland, as defined in the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) 

to nonagricultural uses, will initially complete Parts I and III of the form. For Non-Corridor type projects, the Federal agency shall use form AD-1006 in place of 
form NRCS-CPA-106 

 
Step 2 - Originator will send one original copy of the form together with appropriate scaled maps indicating location(s)of project site(s), to the Natural Resources 

Conservation Service (NRCS) local Field Office or USDA Service Center and retain a copy for their files. (NRCS has offices in most counties in the U.S. 
The offices can usually be found in the Phone Book under U.S. Government, Department of Agriculture. A list of field offices is available from the State 
Conservationist and State Office in each State.) 

 
Step 3 - NRCS will, within 10 working days after receipt of the completed form, make a determination as to whether the site(s) of the proposed project contains prime, 

unique, statewide or local important farmland. (When a site visit or land evaluation system design is needed, NRCS will respond within 30 working days. In the 
event NRCS fails to complete a response within the required period, the agency may proceed as thought the site were not farmland.) 

 
Step 4 - For sites where farmland covered by the FPPA will be converted by the proposed project, NRCS will complete Parts II, IV and V of the form. 
 
Step 5 - NRCS will return the original copy of the form to the Federal agency involved in the project, and retain a file copy for NRCS records. 
 
Step 6 - The Federal agency involved in the proposed project will complete Parts VI and VII of the form. 
 
Step 7 - The Federal agency involved in the proposed project will make a determination as to whether the proposed conversion is consistent with the FPPA 

and the agency's internal policies. 
 
 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING FORM 
(For Federal Agency) 

 
Part I: When completing the "County And State" questions, list all the local governments that are responsible for local land 

use controls where site(s) are to be evaluated. 
 
Part III: When completing item B (Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly), include the following: 
 
1. Acres not being directly converted but that would no longer be capable of being farmed after the conversion, because the 

conversion would restrict access to them. 
2. Acres planned to receive services from an infrastructure project as indicated in the project justification (e.g. highways, 

utilities) that will cause a direct conversion. 
 
Part VI: Do not complete Part VI if a State or Local site assessment is used. 
 
Assign the maximum points for each site assessment criterion as shown in § 658.5(b and c) of CFR. In cases of corridor-type 
project such as transportation, powerline and flood control, criteria #5 and #6 do not apply or show on form CPA-106, 
however, original criterion #8 will be weighed a maximum of 25 points and original criterion #11 a maximum of 25 points. 
 
Federal agencies may assign relative weights among the 12 site assessment criteria other than those shown on the FPPA 
rule. In all cases where other weights are assigned, relative adjustments must be made to maintain the maximum total points 
at 160. For project sites where the total points are equal to or exceed 160, FPPA suggests the agency consider alternative 
actions, as appropriate, that could reduce adverse impacts (e.g. Alternative Sites). 
 
In rating alternative corridors, Federal agencies shall consider each of the criteria and assign points within the limits 
established in the FPPA rule. Corridors most suitable for protection under these criteria will receive the highest total scores, 
and sites least suitable, the lowest scores. 
 
Part VII: In computing the "Total Corridor Assessment Points" where a State or local site assessment is used and the total 
maximum number of points is other than 160, adjust the site assessment points to a base of 160.  
Example: if the Site Assessment maximum is 200 points, and the alternative Site "A" is rated 180 points: 
 
 
 
 
For assistance in completing this form or FPPA process, contact the local NRCS Field Office or USDA Service Center. 
 
NRCS employees consult the FPPA Manual and/or policy for additional instructions to complete form NRCS-CPA-106. 
 

Total points assigned Corridor A  180 
Maximum points possible   200 = X 160  = 144 points for Corridor A 
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January 9
th

, 2012 

 

Jorge Gomez, PE 

Project Manager 

Florida Department of Transportation, District VI 

1000 NW 111
th

 Avenue 

Miami, Florida  33126 

 

RE: Prime and Unique Farmland Assessment for Krome Avenue Project  

 

This letter is in response to your request on the Prime and Unique Farmland assessment as part 

of the FPPA requirements for the Krome Avenue Project in Miami Dade County, Florida.  

Enclosed is the Important Farmlands map and Farmland Conversion Impact Rating form (CPA-

106) for the project area. 

 

Briefly, the USDA-NRCS is responsible for monitoring the conversion of Prime and Unique 

Farmlands to urban uses.  We have determined that there are delineations Farmland of Unique 

Importance within the all alternative routes within the project.  

 

Please note that since these alternatives intersect the same map units the relative values of the 

Farmland (Part V) are very similar.  The only difference was the acreage distribution of Unique 

Farmland soils for each alternative. 

 

Regards,  

 

Rick  

Rick Robbins 

USDA-NRCS 

Soil Scientist 

Gainesville, Florida 

Phone: 352.338.9536 

 

w/ attachments 
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